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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator 
Governor Pat McCrory                             Office of Archives and History  
Secretary Susan Kluttz                    Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry 

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601     Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617   Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599 

 
April 24, 2015 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mary Pope Furr 
  Office of Human Environment 
  NCDOT Division of Highways 
 
FROM: Renee Gledhill-Earley 
  Environmental Review Coordinator      
 
SUBJECT: Updated Historic Structures Eligibility Report for I-26 Connector, I-2513,  

Buncombe County, CH 96-0472 
 
Thank you for your April 10, 2015, letter transmitting the above-referenced report. We have reviewed the re-
evaluation and concur with its findings that thirteen (13) properties previously identified by Mattson, Alexander 
and Associates and listed on page 4 remain eligible for listing in the National Register. We concur that 
Calvary Baptist Church (BN4921) is eligible for listing. The Southern Railroad Bridge (BN5928), which 
was determined eligible as part of the Wilma Dykeman Riverway project also remains eligible for listing. The 
criteria for listing and boundaries appear appropriate. 
 
For future ease in addressing potential effects on these properties, it would be very helpful to have a listing of 
the eligible properties with their name, survey site number, evaluation determination and criteria for listing 
presented in a chart format. 
 
The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR 
Part 800. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment, 
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or 
environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the above 
referenced tracking number. 
 
 

mailto:environmental.review@ncdcr.gov


PAT MCCRORY 
GoVERl'OR 

S TATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTiv1ENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

July 7, 2015 

Ms. Ramona Bartos, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office 
4617 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-4617 

Dear Ms. Bartos: 

AKTHONY J. TAT A 
SECRETARY 

SUBJECT: ::-:-Jo Adverse Effect Determinacion for Archaeological Site 31BN623. TIP I-2513, 
State Project No 8.U843701, Federal Project No. MANHF 26-1(53), Buncombe 
County, NCDOT Division 13. 

Archaeological site 31BN623, the remains of a hydro-electric plant, was determined eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places under Criterion A in June, 2008 as part of::-:-ICDOT's ongoing 
investigations related to TIP I-2513. On June 30, 2015 a meeting was held with HPO and FHWA 
staff to discuss effects to archaeological site 31BN623. Fill associated with the project (see the 
attached maps) will cover a small portion of one wall feature associated with the site. NCDOT plans 
to drive iron markers on each end of the fill adjacent to the wall to mark its extent prior to the 
placement of fill in this location. Based upon review of the current project design plans, the subject 
project was determined to have no adverse effect upon site 31BN623. 

TIP I-2513 proposes to take a minor amount ofland from site 31BN623, a Section 4(£) resource. As 
you are aware, Section 4(£) protects the use and function of publicly owned parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife/waterfowl refuges and historic properties. A transportation plan can only use land from a 
4(£) resource when there are no other feasible or prudent alternatives and when the planning 
minimizes all possible harm to the resource. 

This letter serves to inform you, as the official with jurisdiction over the property, of FHWA's intent 
to make a de minimis impact find on this section 4(£) property. This is based upon the concurrence 
'N-ith the "no adverse effect" determination reached during the June 30, 2015 effects meeting. Please 
contact me at (919) 707-6089 or mtwilkerson@ncdot.gov if you have questions regarding this 
project. 

Sincerely, . 

lfi!J !.J .... 
:11;;f!?1!1~ 

1 
Matthew Wilkerson, Archaeology Group Supervisor 
Human Environment Section 

cc: Michael \\fray, Project Development Engineer (with attachments) 
Mary Pope Furr, Historic Architecture Supervisor (\.\>ith attachments) 
Donald Brew, Federal Highway Administration (with attachments) 

MAIUNG A DDRESS: 
NC DEPARTPAENT OF TRANS"''RTATION 

PDEA - HUMAN ENVIRONti::NT SECTION 
1598 MAl~ SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC, 27699·1598 

TELt;PHO~E: 919-707-6000 
FAX: 919·212-5785 

WEBSITE: WWW.NCDOT.ORG 

LOCAn<lN: 
PDEA- HU\1AN ENVIRONMENT SECTIOI\ 

CENTURY CENTER, BLOG. B 
1 020 BIRCH R IDGE DRIVE 
RA~EIGH NC, 27610 







 

 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PAT MCCRORY  NICHOLAS J. TENNYSON 

GOVERNOR ACTING SECRETARY 
 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
NORTH CAROLINA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
RAIL DIVISION 
1553 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1553 
 

TELEPHONE:   919-707-4707 
FAX:  919-715-6580 

 

WEBSITE:  www.bytrain.org 

LOCATION: 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING 

1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET 
RALEIGH, NC  27611 

 

 

 
July 30, 2015 

 
Memorandum 
 
To:   Mr. Kevin Moore, PE 
   Project Engineer 
   Roadway Design Unit 
 
 
From:   James B. Harris, PE 
   State Railroad Coordination Engineer 
   NCDOT Rail Division 
 
State Project: I-2513 
F/A Project:  MANHF 26-1 (53) 
County:  Buncombe 
Description:  I-26 Asheville Connector 
 
Subject:  Railroad Involvement Information 
 
 
The NCDOT Rail Division recently received notice of the upcoming July 31, 2015 
Public Hearing Map Review meeting.  Upon review of project files, it was noticed 
that the Rail Division does not have any information on this project or ever 
provided any comments on it in regard to potential rail impacts.   
 
After review of project information recently received, this office finds that the 
project will involve some rail-related matters.  Only Sections B and C of I-2513 
have rail impacts with no impacts in Section A.  
 
Below are comments in regard to railroad involvement on the project: 
 
The project study area shows two Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) and one former 
NS line will be impacted.  See attached map from the environmental document 
for identification of the various rail lines. The rail lines impacted are as follows: 

 The NS S-line which runs from Salisbury/Asheville/Knoxville is located in 
Section I-2513B. This rail line is considered oriented ‘railroad’ east/west 
(geographically northward) with mileposts increasing from east to west.  



 
 

 

Right-of-way (R/W) width is 200 feet wide with two mainline tracks in the 
area being impacted.  Approximately 10-15 freight trains operate over this 
rail line per day, with no passenger trains, with maximum speed of 30 
mph.  The study limits and alternatives cross the S-line from milepost S 
141.9 to S 143.0. 

 The NS Craggy Mountain spur line is also located in Section I-2513B but 
was not shown on the map.  It has been added and is shown in purple.  It 
runs northward parallel to and between the east side of the French Broad 
River and the west side of Riverside Drive for several miles and dead-
ends north of Woodfin.  At the north end of the line is an unofficial tourist 
railroad operation with vintage railroad equipment.   The turnout (switch) 
for the Craggy Mountain spur line is located on the NS S-line at milepost S 
141.9 which is just north of I-240.  R/W width is not known.  This spur line 
only sees several freight trains per week at speeds of 10 mph.     

 The former NS T-line is also located in Section I-2513B.  It runs from 
Asheville to Dillsboro and is considered oriented east/west with mileposts 
increasing from east to west.  It was recently sold to Watco Corporation 
and is operated now as a shortline railroad known as the Blue Ridge 
Southern Railroad (BLU).  The turnout (switch) for the T-line is located on 
the NS S-line at milepost S 142.3, which is also milepost T 0.0, and is 
known as “Murphy Junction”.  R/W width is 200 feet wide with a single 
track located in the area being impacted.  This rail line sees 2-4 freight 
trains per day, with no passenger trains, with maximum speed of 25 mph.  
The study limits and alternatives cross the T-line from mileposts T 0.0 to T 
0.4. 

 The former NS T-line, now owned and operated by the Blue Ridge 
Southern Railroad (BLU), is impacted again in Section I-2513C.  I-40 
crosses over the T-line at milepost T 4.77 by way of a grade separated 
structure.  The structure is NCDOT Bridge #313 (Buncombe County).  The 
rail line is still considered oriented east/west with mileposts increasing 
from east to west.  R/W width is also 200 feet wide with one track located 
under the bridge.  There is also a spur track that serves a rail customer on 
the south side of the T-line just east of the bridge.  2-4 freight trains, with 
no passenger trains, operate over this segment of the T-line per day at a 
maximum speed of 25 mph.  

 
Section I-2513B rail impacts: 
 
For Section I-2513B where new crossings of the NS S-line, Craggy Mountain 
Spur, and the BLU T-line will occur, it is a given that any crossing of these rail 
lines will be grade-separated considering the classification of highway being 
constructed.  As information, however, and for future reference in support of 
grade separation of rail lines, the Department of Transportation has developed 
guidelines for the treatment of highway-railroad intersections on new construction 
projects.  The grade separation guidelines are based on the use of an exposure 
index which is a product of the number of trains per day and the projected 
average daily highway traffic.  Grade separated structures should be constructed 
in rural areas when the exposure index is 15,000 or more and in urban areas 



 
 

 

when the exposure index is 30,000 or more.  Attached you will find a copy of the 
guidelines.   
 
New structures over the S-line, T-line, and Craggy Mountain Spur in Section I-
2513B should provide a minimum of 23’-0” of vertical clearance.  Also, railroads 
typically like to preserve enough space under any new bridge to add a future 
track.  In the Rail Division’s opinion, any new structures in this section should not 
need to allow space under the structures for future tracks.  The S-line is already 
double-track and the terrain probably doesn’t allow space for a future track 
anyway.  The T-line and Craggy Mountain Spur are low-density lines in regard to 
rail traffic and the existing single track at each location is sufficient for the present 
and any future rail traffic.  There may be a need to allow room for a maintenance 
roadway for any structures that cross over the Murphy Junction area (connection 
point of the T-line with the S-line) due to the track/signal  maintenance work 
required at that location.  Horizontal clearances to bridge bents should therefore 
be 25’-0” plus any additional length for a maintenance roadway (if required by NS 
or BLU) in order to avoid the use of crashwalls on the bridge bents. 
 
From other information recently received on Section I-2513B, it is understood 
there may be some roadway improvements, such as realignment/widening, and 
possibly a trail along Riverside Drive and the French Broad River, that could 
impact and encroach upon the R/W of the Craggy Mountain Spur line.  Any 
improvements to the roadways parallel to the Craggy Mountain Spur may also 
require existing -Y- line at-grade crossings over that spur line to be upgraded as 
well. Improvements required at any -Y- line at-grade crossings could include 
changes to the roadway profile, widened crossing surface, relocation of crossing, 
and relocation/addition of crossing signal gates  

Any parallel encroachments on railroad R/W or changes to crossing surfaces 
should be discussed/coordinated with David Hinnant, Surfaces & Encroachments 
Manager for the NCDOT Rail Division, at 919-715-8804.  For new, modified, or 
relocation of crossing signals, Richard Mullinax, PE, Rail Signals Manager, would 
be involved. He can be contacted at 919-733-8015. To gain information 
regarding the type of protection at any existing at-grade crossings or upgrades 
that may be required to existing crossing protection for design or detour routes, 
please contact A. R. (Drew) Thomas, Inventory & Data Analysis Manager, at 
919-733-5564. 
 
Section I-2513C rail impacts: 
 
Existing NCDOT Bridge #313 (Buncombe County) on I-40 is currently grade-
separated over BLU’s T-line in this section.  If this bridge is replaced, it is a given 
that only a grade-separated crossing would be pursued considering the 
classification of highway.  It is the Rail Division’s opinion that the existing single 
track at this location is sufficient to accommodate existing and future freight traffic 
and space for a future track is not needed if the bridge is replaced.  It was also 
previously noted that there is a spur track on the south side of the mainline that 



 
 

 

serves an industry to the east that the bridge span would also need to 
accommodate.  The bridge bents should be placed 25’-0” from the centerline of 
track to avoid the use of crashwalls.  Vertical clearance should be 23’-0” if the 
bridge is replaced.  Increased vertical clearance requirements (over what may 
exist today) may also cause the existing roadway profile to be raised significantly, 
resulting in greater impacts to adjacent properties.   
 
If the existing bridge is retained and only widened, the existing horizontal and 
vertical clearances need to be maintained and not reduced.   
 
The Rail Division was also asked to comment on the possible replacement of the 
bridge on Sandy Hill School Road (SR1224) over the BLU T-line which is just 
south of the above I-40 overpass.  This is NCDOT Bridge # 87 (Buncombe 
County) and is located at BLU milepost T 5.1.   
 
Being that the highway (SR1224) is currently grade separated from the railroad 
by a bridge, this office highly recommends, for safety reasons, that only a grade 
separation be considered in order to maintain the grade separation between the 
roadway and the railroad.  With the limited possibility of additional freight traffic 
(and no passenger service) in the future, it’s the Rail Division’s opinion the 
existing single track at this location is sufficient.  Space under a new bridge for a 
future track is therefore not required.  Bents should be placed 25’-0” from 
centerline of the existing track to avoid the use of crashwalls. Increased vertical 
clearance requirements (over what may exist today) may also cause the existing 
roadway profile to be raised significantly, resulting in greater impacts to adjacent 
properties. 
 
Also, the removal of any existing overhead bridges, or any portion of it if only 
widened, should be performed in a manner that prevents debris from falling onto 
the existing tracks. 
 
General comments for I-2513B and I-2523C: 
 
Modification/replacement of existing, or construction of new, highway bridges 
over NS or BLU would require coordination, review, and approval with the 
affected railroad. For assistance in that regard, Kevin Fischer, PE of NCDOT 
Structures Management Unit should be contacted at 919-707-6514.  Any 
information associated with a new structure such as track alignment, any 
proposed future tracks, the location of such tracks, horizontal and vertical 
clearance requirements related to a new bridge, necessity for maintenance 
roads, presence/location of any fiber optic cables, and flagging protection 
requirements should be obtained prior to any preliminary design work.  The Rail 
Division can also assist, through coordination with Structures Management Unit, 
with determining if future tracks are needed/justified for freight train operations. 
 
If an off-site detour route is required to make any crossing improvements or 
bridge modifications/replacements, selection and preference should be given to 
detour routes that provide grade separation of the highway and railroad tracks if 
possible.  If a grade-separated route is not available, traffic should be detoured 



 
 

 

over a route that avoids rail interaction or, if no other alternative is available, 
provides an at-grade signalized crossing.   
   
The existing roadway profile on any railroad at-grade crossing that may be 
located on an alternate route must also be considered in selecting the detour 
route.  Detour routes should be chosen that offer the railroad crossing with the 
best profile rather than a route that would require traffic to use a ‘humped’ 
crossing.  Flatbed trailers or other low riding vehicles may get stuck on a 
‘humped’ crossing.   
 
The data provided in this letter is for information only and should be verified, or 
any additional information obtained, during the preliminary design process.   
 
Thank you for keeping the Rail Division involved in the early project planning 
stages.  Please call me at 707-4707 if you have any additional questions or need 
any additional information. 
 
Attachments 
 
Richard Mullinax, PE 
David Hinnant 
Drew Thomas, PE 
Brian Hanks, PE 
Kevin Fischer, PE 
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  STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
MICHAEL F. EASLEY LYNDO TIPPETT 

GOVERNOR 
 

  SECRETARY 
 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
1548 MAIL SERVICE CENTER 
RALEIGH NC  27699-1548 
 

TELEPHONE:   919-733-3141 
FAX:  919-733-9794 

 

WEBSITE:  WWW.NCDOT.ORG 

LOCATION: 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING 

1 SOUTH WILMINGTON STREET 
RALEIGH NC 

 

 

January 5, 2004 
 
 

The Honorable Charles Worley, Mayor 
City of Asheville 
P. O. Box 7148 
Asheville, N.C. 28802 
 
 
Dear Mayor Worley: 
 

During our recent meeting with the I-26 Connector Community Coordinating 
Committee, more questions concerning the number of lanes proposed along the I-240 
section of the project came up.  The proposed number of lanes along the I-240 section 
was addressed by the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in 
June 2002.  The MPO voted to accept the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 
(NCDOT) recommendation that I-240 be widened from four to eight lanes between 
Patton Avenue and the I-240/I-26/I-40 interchange as part of the I-26 Connector project.  
This allowed us to proceed with the project development. 

 
As you are aware, our initial traffic forecast from the late 1990’s indicated the 

need for an eight-lane facility along this portion of the project in order to meet the 
anticipated future traffic demand.  This forecast was developed using the former 
Asheville Area MPO travel demand model which was challenged by some members of 
the local community.  As a result of this public comment, the MPO elected to update the 
population and employment data for the model.  The resulting updated model indicated 
even higher traffic volumes on I-240 than previously anticipated.  

 
While the existing model was being updated, a new “State of the Practice” traffic 

model was also being developed for a much larger region within the MPO.  This effort 
was undertaken based on considerable public interest in transportation issues in the 
Asheville community, as well as a recognized need for a different approach to 
transportation planning for this area.  The new model was adopted by the MPO early 
enough in the preliminary design phase to allow it to be used for traffic forecasting.  The 
resulting traffic forecasts from the new model support the need for an eight-lane facility. 

 
While each of these models provide a different specific projection of the number 

of vehicles anticipated on I-240 in the future, they all support the need for a capacity that 



 
 

can only be provided by an eight-lane facility.  The NCDOT is continuing project 
development studies based on the new traffic forecasts with a proposed eight-lane cross 
section on I-240.  We will continue to involve the local community in other project 
development issues through meetings, workshops, and hearings to insure that the ultimate 
project design is in keeping with the character of the Asheville community.  I hope this 
information is helpful.  Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 

 
    Sincerely, 
 
 





































































































































 
8 College Street 
Asheville, NC 28801  
www.ashevilledesigncenter.org 
 
 
Board Members: 
 
Alan McGuinn, AIA 
Chair 
William Langdon, AIA 
Treasurer 
Joe Minicozzi, AICP 
Secretary 
 
Tom Gallaher, AICP 
David Johnson AICP 
Michael McDonough RA 
Jackie Schauer, AIA 

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE  
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch, NCDOT 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548 
 vrhea@dot.state.nc.us 
 
January 14, 2008 
 
 
Dear Mr. Rhea: 
 
As representative of the Asheville Design Center (ADC), a nonprofit 
organization dedicated to promoting quality design in the Asheville 
region, I am writing to express that our group feels it is crucial that the 
Report of the Community Coordinating Committee (CCC) of 
September 2000, be included in the NC DOT's Purpose and Needs 
Statement for the I-26 Connector Project, (I-2513). This report was 
created by Asheville area residents, including members of the 
business community, elected officials, neighborhood groups, and 
others, and was officially adopted by the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) on September 21, 2000. 
 
The report includes nine key project design goals, but most 
importantly, the Purpose and Needs Statement must include the 
separation of local and interstate traffic on Patton Avenue  particularly 
across the Smokey Park Bridge. This will obviously help eliminate the 
dangerous merging situations that currently exist, but it will also allow 
the development of a local boulevard that can reunify and connect our 
city with the larger community. We think it is important that the design 
of the project must match the scale and character of this unique 
region.   
 
The nine Evaluation Criteria of the CCC Report were developed to 
specifically address the purpose and needs of the project, and were 
adopted by the City and the MPO as an effective method of gaining 
extensive public input on the Connecter project while keeping the 
project on schedule. These 9 goals were intended for inclusion in the 
Purpose and Needs Statement. We feel that any Purpose and Needs 
Statement that excludes the CCC report is incomplete.   
    
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alan McGuinn, AIA, Chair 
 
 
cc: City Council  
       County Commissioners 



 
 
The Asheville Design Center (ADC) is a community resource created by the 
American Institute of Architects (AIA) through a project called the AIA 150.  We 
have, as part of our mission, the goal to accomplish the AIA 10 principles of livable 
communities.  These are: 

1. Design on a Human Scale - Compact, pedestrian-friendly communities allow residents to 
walk to shops, services, cultural resources, and jobs and can reduce traffic congestion and 
benefit people's health. 

2. Provide Choices - People want variety in housing, shopping, recreation, transportation, and 
employment. Variety creates lively neighborhoods and accommodates residents in different 
stages of their lives. 

3. Encourage Mixed-Use Development - Integrating different land uses and varied building 
types creates vibrant, pedestrian-friendly and diverse communities. 

4. Preserve Urban Centers - Restoring, revitalizing, and infilling urban centers takes advantage 
of existing streets, services and buildings and avoids the need for new infrastructure. This 
helps to curb sprawl and promote stability for city neighborhoods. 

5. Vary Transportation Options - Giving people the option of walking, biking and using 
public transit, in addition to driving, reduces traffic congestion, protects the environment and 
encourages physical activity. 

6. Build Vibrant Public Spaces - Citizens need welcoming, well-defined public places to 
stimulate face-to-face interaction, collectively celebrate and mourn, encourage civic 
participation, admire public art, and gather for public events. 

7. Create a Neighborhood Identity - A "sense of place" gives neighborhoods a unique 
character, enhances the walking environment, and creates pride in the community. 

8. Protect Environmental Resources - A well-designed balance of nature and development 
preserves natural systems, protects waterways from pollution, reduces air pollution, and 
protects property values. 

9. Conserve Landscapes - Open space, farms, and wildlife habitat are essential for 
environmental, recreational, and cultural reasons. 

10. Design Matters - Design excellence is the foundation of successful and healthy communities.   
 
We believe there exist opportunities to meet these principles, minimize expenditures 
on land acquisition and construction costs, while facilitating design excellence that 
will add value to Asheville for generations to come.  We are a community resource to 
help refine and expedite community design and save DOT time and money.  
 
How can we help best incorporate these 10 principles (above) into the project? 

 
The following are a list of questions that will help align design objectives for the 
project area: 

1. Can we have the contact information for your Interdisciplinary Team (the 



landscape architect, architect, planner, and urban designer) on the DOT 
team that is part of the design team for the alternate layouts? 

2. Why do all the alternatives all show the same bridge location across the 
French Broad river?  What are the attributes of this location? 

3. What alignment option best minimizes the amount of new paving?   
4. How does each alignment minimize loss of taxable property?  Could you 

state the amount of real estate required by right-of-way each alignment. 
5. For each option, how much land is acquired for each proposal and added 

to the DOT right of way? 
6. How do the alignments address the NEPA primary elements (ecological, 

aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health)?  
7. How are you determining and evaluating the direct, indirect and 

cumulative impact for the project and each alignment? 
8. Are there any right-of-ways that will be given back to the real estate 

taxable base?  If so, which alignments give back what real estate? 
9. Like Charleston, SC; Asheville would benefit from a signature bridge.  

What steps are necessary to realize such a bridge?  How can we help 
facilitate the process?   

10. Could you provide examples of this process from other communities? 
11. How are bicycle and pedestrian connections part of your program?  Where 

will they be located on each alternate? 
12. Is it possible to move DOT’s proposed main French Broad Bridge 

(approximately 1,500 feet to the south) to a location at the Emma 
Rd./Southern Railway intersection; and if not, what are the impediments to 
moving the bridge to this location? 

13. What amount is budgeted for the bridge over the French Broad and for the 
bridge over Emma Road respectively? 

14. Is DOT open to the possibility of a modified version that recombines the 
existing alternates? 

15. For Alternate 5, the proposed bridge south of the existing Smoky Park 
bridges, will this bridge be funded as part of this connector project?  Can 
that bridge be moved north of Smoky Park if we have consent with the 
Asheville community and the Public Housing Authority? 

 
Answers to the above questions can be addressed to: 
William Langdon, AIA 
Asheville Design Center. President 
8 College Street 
Asheville, NC 28801 
828-252-0296 
wlangdon@aol.com 
www.ashevilledesigncenter.org 

























Southern 
Environmental 
Law Center 

29 North Malket Streer, Suite 605 

.4sheville, NC 28601 -2334 

828-281-9125 

Fax 828-295-91 $1 

druley@selcnc org 

L A.ND mGULAW MAIL 

Vince Rhea 
Project Development I% Environmental Analysis Branch 
North Carolina Department of Trmsportation 
1548 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699- 1548 

Re: Comments on the 1-26 Connector, Project 1-25 13 

Dear Mr. Rhea: 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Western North Carolina Alliance 
and the Southern Environmental Law Center. 

The Department of Transportation's (DOT) latest newsleaer wught co 
the "pqose  and need for the project and project sallernatives." 

Concerning project alternatives, the Southern Environmental Law Center 
submitted extensive c o m n t s  dated November 10, 2006, that still apply. The DOT and 
the draft EJS mst give full consideration to the design alternative propsed by the 
Asheville Design Center (ADG) and also to alternatives of less than eight travel lanes. 
Indeed, much has occurred since November 2006 that strengthens the case for 
consideration of these alternatives. Foremost among these developments is an 
engineering review of the Al[dC alternative that has found that this alternative is feasible 
and can be hplemented with r modifications, according to recent news articles. 

Concerning project purposes, these purposes should be expanded to incorporate 
the pmject goals set forth in the 
the Design of the 1-26 Connector Through Asheville (2000). This Reporl represented the 
consensus of this co nity about how to proceed with the 1-26 Connector and formally 
was endorsed by both the Asheville City Council and the Buncombe County 

A p"rifrmany p v o s e  of the Co Coordhthg Co 
was to hRuence the project's Purgsse eed and for tbe co 
included in the project's pwoses. CGC Repol3 at I .  Unfo&umtely, this bas not 
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occurred; the project's purposes do not include any of the goals from the CGC Reporz. 
The DOT should remedy this deficiency by amending the "Su ar3' of Pked" and 
"Purposes of Action" in its Drafi EIS. The "Su a q  of Need" should be mdsfied to 
include a paragraph titled "Co ," or sonletbing shilar, that sets 
forth the need to incorporate the goals of the CCC Report into the project. The "Purposes 
of Action" should be supplemented to include the prhary goals of the CCC Report. 

Chief among these goals of the GCC Report are (1) separation of local and 
interstate trafic; (2) mtching the scale of the project to the character of the community; 
and (3) minimizing neighborhood, business, and environmental impacts. CCC Report at 
2. The goals can and should be incorporated into the purposes of the action to guide the 
development of md selection among altemtives. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 
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From: Rhea, Vincent J
To: Weisner, Jeff; Trencansky, Peter
Subject: FW: I-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:49:42 AM
Attachments: i-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter.doc

Draft EIS comments - June 2008.pdf

Gentlemen
FYI & files.
Vince

-----Original Message-----
From: Julie Mayfield [mailto:Julie@wnca.org]
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:41 AM
To: Rhea, Vincent J
Cc: Weaver, Derrick G; Swain, James J; Tipton, Ricky A
Subject: I-26 ConnectUs Project comment letter

Hello Vince - I hope this message finds you well.  On behalf of the I-26 ConnectUs Project, I am
submitting the attached letter with our revised goal statement and a list of issues we would like to see
addressed in the EIS that is under revision.  I also would like to resubmit the Alliance's comment letter
to the 2008 EIS, prepared by Doug Ruley at SELC, to ensure the comments there that are still relevant
are also addressed in the revised EIS.

Please let me know if you have any questions.  We look forward to working with you and your DOT
team on this project in the months and years to come.

All the best
Julie

Julie V. Mayfield, Executive Director
Western North Carolina Alliance
29 N. Market Street, Suite 610
Asheville, NC  28801
828-258-8737
828-258-9241 fax

________________________________

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and may be
disclosed to third parties.

mailto:vrhea@ncdot.gov
mailto:jeff.weisner@urs.com
mailto:peter.trencansky@urs.com
mailto:Julie@wnca.org


 29 North Market 
Street 
Suite 610 
Asheville, NC 
28801 
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Western Office 
16 Stewart Street 
Franklin, NC 
28734 
Phone: 828-524-
3899 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vince Rhea, P.E.  
N.C. Dept. of Transportation  
1548 Mail Service Center  
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548  
 

Re: I-26 Connector, TIP No. I-2513 
 
Dear Mr. Rhea:  
 
 Now that work on the I-26 Connector Project has begun again, the I-26 ConnectUs Group would 
like to provide the following comments to you and DOT regarding our hoped for goals for the project and 
the new EIS.  The I-26 ConnectUs Group represents most of the potentially impacted neighborhoods, 
including West Asheville, Burton Street, East-West Asheville, WECAN, and Montford.  Though we no 
longer have a specific representative for the Emma community, we continue to consider the interests of 
that neighborhood.  The group also has participation from the Asheville Housing Authority, Christians for 
a United Community, the design community and, of course, the Western North Carolina Alliance. 
 
 The I-26 ConnectUs Project has revised its 2009 goal statement to better reflect the current 
status of the project and the need for all parties involved to step back from earlier, entrenched positions.  
Our current goal statement, or vision, for the project appears below, and we would anticipate being able 
to support a project that met these goals:   
  

To ensure the long term health and success of the economy, citizens, and 
environment of Asheville and the surrounding area, the final design and 
construction of the Asheville I-26 Connector should achieve the following: 

• Safe travel for interstate and local traffic 
• Improved connections for all modes of local traffic 
• Minimal destruction of neighborhoods, homes, and businesses  
• Minimal harm to air and water quality  
• Improvements that match the scale and character of Asheville 

 
In addition, there are several issues that we request the new EIS specifically address.  Many of 

these are standard considerations for EISs, but we want to be sure DOT understands what we think is 
most important and provides information that will help Asheville and DOT make the best possible 
decisions around this project.  Therefore, we request that the new EIS include the following;   
 

• Recognition of the importance of the environment and character of Asheville, their role in 
promoting regional tourism, and an analysis of the impacts the various alternatives will have 
on these.  

• An assessment of the impacts the alternatives will have on neighborhood and city connectivity 
via local streets and documentation of specific impacts to neighborhoods. 



• An analysis of how this project helps advance or impede the goals and implementation of 
various plans adopted by the City of Asheville, Buncombe County, and the region, including 
the Long Range Transportation Plan; the City’s 2025 plan, Greenway Master Plan, Transit 
Master Plan, Pedestrian Plan, and Bicycle Plan; and the County’s new Greenway Master 
Plan.   
 
 

• An analysis of whether improvements to local roads and/or transportation demand 
management strategies would be effective at reducing local traffic on I-26. 

• A clear explanation of the traffic forecast and the resulting recommendation on the number of 
lanes, as well as the tradeoffs inherent in the relationship between the number of lanes and 
the level of service. 

• A new traffic forecast that uses a revised local model to see if state and national trends in 
reduction of VMT is occurring in Asheville and what impact that might have on the project. 

• An analysis of the application of the NCDOT Complete Streets Policy and the new NCDOT 
Public Health Policy to this project and how this project advances or impedes the goals of 
these policies. 

• A more complete analysis of the air and water quality impacts of the various alternatives. 
 

For purposes of the EIS, we also note the addition of New Belgium to our community in the 
vicinity of this project, and we ask that the DOT consider in its design alternatives providing easier 
highway access for New Belgium truck traffic that reduces the impact on surrounding neighborhoods.     

 
 Finally, we encourage DOT to focus the funding available for this project on Section B.  We 
realize the only currently available funding is for Section A through West Asheville, but Section A is a 
much lower priority and, if funding continues to be limited, should be built after Section B.  In no case 
should Section A be built before or apart from Section B, as that would be unnecessarily destructive to 
neighborhoods, homes, and the environment and would not address any transportation need. 
 
 Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  As members and leaders of this 
community, we look forward to working with you and others to design and chose the alternative that will 
best serve Asheville and its citizens and visitors for decades to come.    
 

Sincerely, 
 
  
 

Julie V. Mayfield 
Executive Director 

 
 
 
 
Cc:   Asheville City Council 
 Buncombe County Commission 
 Paul Black, French Broad River MPO 
 Jay Swain, NCDOT Division 13 
 Rick Tipton, NCDOT Division 13 
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Newsletters 

(Note: Due to typographical error Newsletters 7 and 8 were never issued) 
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I-26 - Proposed Asheville Connector
NCDOT TIP Project I-2513

Issue No. 1 March, 1998

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The North Carolina Department of
Transportation proposes building a
four-lane freeway connecting
Interstate 26 southwest of Asheville
to US 19/23/70 north of Asheville.
When completed, the freeway will
join I-26 near Sams Gap at the
Tennessee state line with I-26
southwest of Asheville.

The project involves improving
existing Interstate 240 from the
Interstates 26/40/240 interchange
southwest of Asheville to Patton
Avenue and building a freeway on
new location from Patton Avenue
northward across the French Broad
River to US 19/23/70 south of
Broadway Street (SR 1781) in
Asheville.

The project is included in the 1998-
2004 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) as project I-2513.
Right-of-way acquisition is
scheduled to begin in 1999 with
construction to follow in 2001.

PROJECT NEED

The extension of I-26 through
Buncombe and Madison Counties
northward to Tennessee will route
additional traffic along the study
corridor through Asheville. A traffic
study and capacity analyses of I-240
southwest of Asheville confirms the
need for improvements. The existing
facility, including the Smoky Park
Bridges over the French Broad
River, will not accommodate future
traffic demands at an acceptable
level.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

A Phase I Environmental Analysis
completed in 1995 determined the
study corridor for this project. Since
the Phase I analysis, conceptual
plans have been developed to
determine reasonable and feasible
alternatives within the study
corridor. These alternatives include:
improving the existing roadway
southwest of Patton Avenue, and
three alignments on new location
north of Patton Avenue. Each of the
new location alignments cross the
French Broad River and tie into US
19-23-70 south of the Broadway
Street interchange serving UNC-
Asheville.

All alignments will be evaluated
based on engineering,
environmental and socio-economic
factors before selecting a preferred
alternative. Other factors include;
costs, roadway safety, traffic growth,
and maintenance of existing traffic
service. Environmental factors
include; potential impacts to historic
sites, and wetland areas. The socio-
economic factors include
anticipated impacts to existing
homes and businesses.

I-240 Southwest
of Patton Avenue

The capacity analysis indicates
existing I-240 will need eight lanes
from the I-26 interchange to the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange to
accommodate the estimated 2020
traffic. Widening the existing
roadway will affect most properties
along the route and require the
relocation of an estimated 9
businesses and 59 residences.

New Location Alternatives

Three new location freeway
alignments were developed from
immediately southwest of the
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange
northward across the French Broad
River to existing US 19-23-70. All of
these alternatives improve the
existing I-240/Patton Avenue
interchange before continuing
northward along new location.
Alternatives 1 and 2 cross the
Westgate Shopping Center property
and Alternative 3 crosses a portion
of the golf course at the Holiday Inn
Sunspree. Alternative 1 ties into
existing US 19-23-70 adjacent to the
Riverside Cemetery. Alternatives 2
and 3 tie into US 19-23-70 between
the Riverside Cemetery and
Broadway Street (SR 1781).
Alternative 1 will require the
relocation of an estimated 56
businesses and 20 residences.
Alternative 2 will require the
relocation of an estimated 52
businesses and 49 residences.
Alternative 3 will require the
relocation of an estimated 16
businesses and 58 residences.

CITIZENS WORKSHOP
On Thursday, April 23, 1998, an informal
workshop will be held at the National
Guard Armory on Brevard Road near I-240,
from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. Engineers will answer
questions and receive comments about the
project. The preliminary conceptual plans
illustrating the project alternatives will be
displayed.

INFO-LINE
To obtain information and offer comments
concerning this project, call:

1-919-319-8850



INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information about this  project, or
to express any comments or concerns, write
to either TGS Engineers or the NCDOT at
the addresses below. Please refer to Project
I-2513 when writing about the proposed
project. All comments and questions will be
addressed as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.
Project Development and Environmental

Analysis Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC  27699-1548

1-919-733-3141
djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.
TGS Engineers

Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511
1-919-319-8850

PROJECT MAILING LIST

    Add your name to the mailing list by
contacting:

Asheville Connector
TGS Engineers

Suite 141
975 Walnut Street
Cary, NC  27511

PROJECT
INFO-LINE

1-919-319-8850
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Project Expanded As A Result Of Public Involvement

As a result of suggestions received at the 

public design forum held in the July 2000, 

the N.C. Department of Transportation

(NCDOT) has expanded the I-26 

Connector study corridor to include the 

area along the eastern side of the French 

Broad River near the Smoky Park Bridges, 

and the area surrounding the 

I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange southwest of 

Asheville. This expansion allows the 

consideration of additional alternatives as 

well as improvements to the I-26/I-40/

I-240 interchange.

New Alternatives Added

NCDOT has added two new project 

alternatives, Alternatives 4 and 5, to the 

new location portion of the project north 

of Patton Avenue. These alternatives 

separate Patton Avenue and I-240 traffic 

across the French Broad River with new 

river crossings and improvements along I-

240 and Patton Avenue immediately east 

of the river.  These alternatives are

shown on the maps on the inside of this 

newsletter.

Interchange Improvements 

Added

NCDOT also proposes to improve the 

I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange in southwest 

Asheville as part of the I-26 Connector 

project. During the public design forum, 

many local citizens requested that the 

department provide the missing interstate 

connections between the future I-26 and 

I-40. Currently, there are no direct 

connections for vehicles traveling south on 

I-240 to I-40 East and for those traveling 

west on I-40 to north on I-240. 

Improvements to the interchange will add  

these connections as well as relieve existing 

congestion and improve safety through this 

area.

Project Study Progress

NCDOT recently has completed a new 

area traffic prediction computer model. 

Environmental evaluations of cultural and 

natural resources were completed for the 

expanded study area east of the French 

Broad River and are underway in the area 

of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange.

Field Studies

During the next year, NCDOT will 

conduct additional field studies to 

determine potential environmental impacts 

within the project area. Land surveys will 

be conducted to develop detailed maps 

of the study area.  Many areas will be 

surveyed that will not be directly 

affected by the project. 

These surveys will enable NCDOT to 

conduct engineering studies that will help 

determine the environmental impacts of 

each of the alternatives under 

consideration.

Public Involvement

Small group meetings will be held with 

local interest groups such as 

neighborhoods businesses, and civic 

organizations. A project aesthetics 

advisory committee will be formed to 

suggest design details to reflect the 

character of the community. NCDOT will 

hold two more citizens informational 

workshops to display project alternatives 

and receive public comment.

Schedule

As a result of the project improvements 

and the additional studies needed to 

complete the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement, the project schedule has been 

updated as follows:

 Conduct I-26/I-40/I-240

 Interchange Workshop   (Spring 04)

  Conduct Alternates

 Workshop                 (Summer 05)

Complete Draft Environmental

Impact Statement     (Winter 05/06)

Conduct Public

Hearing                 (Winter 05/06)

Select Preferred            

Alternative                  (Spring 06)

Complete Final Environmental

Impact Statement             (Late 06)

Conduct Public         

Workshop                 (Summer 07)

Complete Right of Way

Plans                       (Summer 07)

Award Right of Way &

Construction Contract   (Spring 08)

Anticipated Construction 

Completion                        (2012)



WEBSITE

To learn more about the I-26 Connector 

project, please visit the project website at:

www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector

I-26 Connector Newsletter

TGS Engineers

975 Walnut Street

Suite 141

Cary, NC  27511

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED

INFORMATION AND COMMENTS

For more information or to express any 

comments or concerns about the I-26 

Connector, contact either TGS Engineers 

or the NCDOT at the addresses below. 

Please refer to Project I-2513 when 

writing about the proposed project. All 

comments and questions will be addressed 

as soon as possible.

Mr. Drew Joyner, P.E.

Project Development and Environmental 

Analysis Branch

N.C. Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC  27699-1548

919-733-7844 Ext. 269

djoyner@dot.state.nc.us

or

Mr. J. Kenneth Burleson, P.E.

TGS Engineers

975 Walnut Street, Suite 141

Cary, NC  27511

919-319-8850 Ext. 109

kburleson@tgsengineers.com

If you have questions concerning 

other transportation projects, please 

call our Customer Service Office toll 

free at 1-877-DOT-4YOU or check 

our website for more information at 

www.ncdot.org

PROJECT MAILING LIST

Add your name to the mailing list

 by contacting:

I-26 Connector in Asheville

TGS Engineers

Suite 141

975 Walnut Street

Cary, NC  27511

I-26

CONNECTOR

INFO-LINE

919-319-8850
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I-26 CONNECTOR 
ASHEVILLE 

NCDOT PROJECT NO. I-2513 

Project Description 

The proposed I-26 Asheville Connector project will improve the 
existing I-26, I-240 and US 19-23-70 corridors from south of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange with 
SR 1781 (Broadway). The proposed project is designated as 
project  number I-2513 in the NCDOT Draft 2009-2015     
Transportation  Improvement Program (TIP).  

NCDOT Seeks Input from Citizens on Project’s Purpose and Need         
and Alternatives 

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is conducting planning and environ-
mental studies for the I-26 Asheville Connector from I-40 to US 19-23-70 north of Asheville in      
Buncombe County, North Carolina (Transportation Improvement Program [TIP] Project No. I-2513). 
The proposed project is intended to provide a link between existing I-26 and US 19-23-70 north of     
Asheville, completing a gap in the I-26 corridor within North Carolina. 

The purpose of this newsletter is to provide citizens with information about the project and provide    
citizens with an opportunity to review and comment on the purpose of and need for the project and 
project alternatives.  This newsletter contains a project description, an update on the project status, 
the project Purpose and Need statement, a summary of project alternatives being studied, next steps 
in the project development process, and project contact information.  

This project includes upgrading the I-26/I-40/I-240           
interchange, improving I-240 (including the interchanges)   
between the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and the I-240        
interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue west of the 
French Broad River. At the I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue a northward freeway on new 
location will be constructed that would cross the French Broad 
River and merge into existing US 19-23-70. 

Project Status 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as amended, the NCDOT is preparing a Draft           
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed project. The Draft EIS is a federally required environmental     
document that generally describes the purpose and need for the project, identifies project alternatives, and evaluates pro-
ject alternatives for potential environmental effects. As part of the NEPA process, the NCDOT is providing citizens this  
opportunity to review and comment on the project’s Purpose and Need statement and alternatives. 

The alternatives to be evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS were presented at the Citizens’ Informational Workshop held on 
October 9 & 10, 2006.  Since the workshop one of the alternatives in Section B, Alternative 5, was eliminated from further 
consideration because of traffic operational deficiencies that could not be overcome. The alternatives remaining in Section 
B include Alternatives 2, 3 and 4.  All of the project alternatives to be studied in detail in the Draft EIS are described later in 
this newsletter.  

The City of Asheville and Buncombe County have recently retained an engineering consulting firm to study another       
conceptual alignment for crossing the French Broad River. This concept is in the early stages of development. The NCDOT 
will review this concept when it is completed and presented to the Department. 



Roadway Deficiencies: 
Interstates within the study area have roadway            
deficiencies and need to be upgraded to meet current 
design standards.  Existing I-240 west of Asheville and the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange do not meet current interstate 
design standards due to substandard roadway features. 

ISSUE NO.  5  

The following statement of purpose and need for the proposed project is presented for citizens’ review and comment.  Please 
submit any questions or comments that you may have on the purpose and need statement to Mr. Vince Rhea, NCDOT Project 
Engineer, no later than January 15, 2008.  Mr. Rhea’s contact information is included on the back page of this newsletter.     

Summary of Need                                                                                                                               

Page 2 

Purpose and Need 

Capacity: 

I-240 needs additional capacity because increasing traf-
fic volumes have substantially reduced the level of ser-
vice on I-240 west of Asheville.  Several sections of I-240        
currently operate at capacity, resulting in traffic delays and 
queuing on I-240. Traffic congestion and resulting delays will 
continue to worsen in the future as the traffic volumes      
increase due to population increases.  The completion of 
portions of NCDOT TIP Project A-10 has further increased 
traffic demands along I-240 west of Asheville. The increase in 
traffic volumes further contribute to the congestion and delays 
being experienced along I-240. 

Safety: 
I-240 needs safety improvements. Multiple segments of   
I-240, west of Asheville, currently have an accident rate for 
similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating the need for 
safety improvements along this section of the facility. 

System Linkage: 

A better transportation facility is needed to connect I-26 
south of Asheville with US 19-23 north of Asheville.  I-26 
currently connects the Port of Charleston, South Carolina 
with the mountains of North Carolina joining I-240 at the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange southwest of Asheville. I-240 west 
of Asheville currently connects I-26 with US 19-23-70. The 
I-240 freeway, constructed in the 1960’s, does not meet   
current interstate design standards. The existing interchange 
connecting US 19-23-70 from the north with I-240 contains 
sharply-curved, single-lane ramps. Freeway traffic using this 
interchange connecting I-240 with the US 19-23 freeway is 
restricted to one lane in each direction which causes traffic to 
queue onto I-240.  When the construction of NCDOT TIP 
Project A-10 (US 19-23 Improvements from Asheville to the 
Tennessee state line) is completed, it will allow motorists to 
travel on a fully controlled-access, median-divided freeway 
from I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee to I-240 in Asheville. 

Purpose of the Action 

The primary purposes of the proposed project are: 

�� To provide a freeway-to-freeway connection between I-
26 south of Asheville and US 19-23 north of Asheville. 

�� To provide a link in the transportation system connect-
ing a direct, multi-lane, freeway facility meeting inter-
state standards from the Port of Charleston, South 
Carolina to I-81 near Kingsport, Tennessee. 

�� To improve the capacity of existing I-240 west of Ashe-
ville to accommodate the existing and forecasted (2030 
design year) traffic in this growing area. 

�� To reduce traffic delays and congestion along the I-240 
crossing of the French Broad River, which currently 
operates at capacity. 

�� To increase the remaining useful service of the existing 
Smoky Park Bridges by substantially reducing the vol-
ume of traffic on this vital crossing of the French Broad 
River. 

�� To improve the safety of I-240 west of Asheville. 
 



ISSUE NO.  5  

The project is divided into three sections; A, B and C. Section A includes the I-240 portion of the project and Section B includes the    
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange and extends across the French Broad River to the US 19-23-70/Broadway interchange. Section C 
includes the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange. As indicated on the figure below, Sections A and B encompass the original project study 
area and Section C was added to the project later as the project study area was expanded to include the interchange.  

Four detailed study alternatives including various interchange configurations were developed for Section C. Those alternatives are   
A-2, C-1, D-1 and F-1.  Section A includes the I-240 Widening Alternative which would include a best-fit design for the widening and 
reconstruction of existing I-240 from a four-lane freeway to an eight-lane freeway. Three new location alternatives in Section B, 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, have been developed for detailed study. Each of the project alternatives can be viewed on the project web-
site     (http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/) or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office in Asheville. 

Page 3 

Project Alternatives 



PROJECT  CONTACT  INFORMATION 

For more information about the project, please contact Mr. Vince Rhea at the address below. All comments on the Purpose and 
Need Statement should be submitted in writing by January 15, 2008.  All  questions and comments will be addressed as soon 
as possible.    

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE                                                                                                                                                                       
Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch,  North Carolina Department of Transportation                                          
1548 Mail Service Center                                                                                                                                                              
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548     919-733-7844 ext. 261          vrhea@dot.state.nc.us 

Additional project information and maps can be found on the project website at http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector or at 
the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at 55 Orange Street in Asheville, NC 28802, telephone828-251-6394.  

 

  Next Steps in Process ... 

I-26 Connector Newsletter 

URS Corporation 

1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 

Morrisville, NC 27560 

ATTN:  Jeff Weisner 

CHANGE SERVICE REQUESTED 

The Draft EIS should be completed by Spring 2008 and will be  available for review and comment. After the Draft EIS is signed, a 
public hearing will be held where citizens will be able to review project information and comment on the Draft EIS. After citizen      
comments have been received, the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA), or Preferred Alternative, will be 
identified from the alternatives studied and presented to the public. After identification of the Preferred Alternative, the Final EIS will 
be prepared. The final approval of the Preferred Alternative will be documented by the Federal Highway Administration in the Record 
of Decision. 
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No.  9 April   2009

I-26 Connector 

NCDOT State Transportation Improvement Program Project No. I-2513 
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) is aware of the concern in the Asheville 
community regarding the delays that the I-26 Connector project has experienced and would like to take this 
opportunity to explain where we are, what we are doing, and how we plan to select a preferred alternative. 

Since the September 2008 public hearing, NCDOT has been reviewing and addressing the public 
comments received. That process is almost complete. The responses will be posted on the project Web site 
(http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/I26Connector/) in the post-public hearing minutes soon.  Alternative 4B, 
which was shown at the hearing, is being included as a detailed study alternative for this project and will be 
considered on an equal basis when a preferred alternative is chosen.

The Federal Highway Administration requires an interchange modification report for all revisions to the 
interstate system, such as the I-26 Connector.  This report looks beyond the project area to ensure the 
interstate and interchanges will operate properly when the project is constructed and into the future.  For 
the purpose of this report the NCDOT is updating the traffic forecasts for the entire project.

While I-26 traffic volumes have remained relatively unchanged from previous projections, preliminary 
results of the traffic forecast show the traffic volumes for the crossing streets, ramps and auxiliary lanes are 
higher than previously projected. This could create congestion for local traffic if it is not resolved. In an 
effort to ensure the least impact to and avoid segmentation of local roadways and neighborhoods, careful 
study of the project’s effect on local interchanges and traffic is currently under way. 

NCDOT anticipates that design modifications may be needed for some of the alternatives.  We are also 
looking at other design changes to reduce impacts to residences and businesses, including retaining walls in 
the Burton Street area.  These updates will be included in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS), which will also include alternative 4B. 

Another public hearing will be held once the SDEIS is completed.  All the project alternatives, including 
4B, will be displayed.  No decision will be made on a preferred alternative until after the public hearing 
and comment period.  Comments received will all be considered in the selection of the preferred 
alternative.

All of this work has and will require an effort beyond what was originally anticipated.  It is therefore 
necessary to revise the project schedule as shown on the front of this newsletter. 



1600 Perimeter Park Drive 
Suite 400 
Morrisville, NC 27560

I-26 CONNECTOR I-2513 
PROJECT NEWSLETTER 

Project Contact Information
Maps displaying all alternatives under 

consideration, a copy of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, and other project information 

may be viewed at the project website:
http://www.ncdot.org/projects/I26Connector/

or at the NCDOT Division 13 Office located at: 
55 Orange St. 

Asheville, NC  28801 
(828) 251-6171

Mr. Vince Rhea, PE, NCDOT Project Engineer can 
also be contacted for additional information by 

email at vrhea@ncdot.gov, or by phone 
919-733-7844 Ext. 261 

Revised Project Schedule

Supplemental DEIS .............................. Spring 2010 
SDEIS Public Hearing .......................... Spring 2010 
Preferred Alternative...........................Summer 2010 
Final EIS ..................................................Early 2011 
Record of Decision ............................. Summer 2011 
Begin Right of Way Acquisition............... Fall 2012 
Begin Construction ................................... Fall 2014

Toll Free Hotline:……1-800-233-6315



 

 

COMMENT FORM 

NORTH CAROLINA  
DEPARTMENT OF  
TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

PUBLIC MEETING MAY 12, 2014 
NCDOT STIP PROJECT NO. I-2513 

Public input is essential to every project that serves the people of the community where it is built.  Public 
comments will be considered by the NCDOT project team in preparation of a new Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement  If you require a direct response, please supply enough contact information (email or address) so that 
we may contact you.   You may always contact the project team at the Project Hotline below.  

YOUR NAME: ______________________________________ EMAIL: _________________________________ 

ADDRESS (optional): ________________________________ CITY,STATE, ZIP: __________________________ 

ORGANIZATION (IF ANY): ____________________________PHONE: ________________________________ 

Please provide any comments about he I-26 Connector project. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 Return completed comment form no later than June 12, 2014 to:  
 Michael Wray, P.E.  Project Planning Engineer 
 1548 Mail Service Center      
 Raleigh, NC 27699-154      

Project Hotline:  1-800-233-6315 
Project Website: 

http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/ 
i26connector/ 



 

 

For more information, please visit the project website or contact NCDOT using the toll-free hotline.              
Written correspondence can also be mailed or e-mailed to NCDOT or URS Corporation. 

N.C. Department of Transportation (NCDOT)     URS Corporation (NCDOT’s Consultant)
Michael Wray, P.E.  (Project Planning Engineer)  Jeff Weisner, AICP 
1548 Mail Service Center     1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 
Raleigh, NC 27699-1548     Morrisville, NC 27560 
(919) 707-6050 (919) 461-1440
mgwray@ncdot.gov      jeff.weisner@urs.com 

You’re invited to attend a Public Meeting. 

This meeting has four main purposes: 
≠ Present  Alternative 3C. 
≠ Present roadway design plans that have been  

 modified to avoid impacts to the Emma Road  
 community.  

≠#Announce updated environmental studies that 
are underway. 

≠#Announce the preparation of a new Draft        
Environmental Impact Statement.   

4300 copies  of this public document were printed at a cost of $3870 or approximately $ .90 each. 

TIME & LOCATION 
May 12, 2014  | 4:00 to 7:00 PM 

Renaissance Hotel Grand Ballroom 
31 Woodfin Street 

Asheville, NC 

Project Website – Página Web del Proyecto: 
http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/

Project Hotline – Línea Gratutita del Proyecto: 
1-800-233-6315 (English/ Español) 

NCDOT Mission Statement:  Connecting people and places safely and efficiently, 

 with accountability and environmental sensitivity to enhance the economy, health and well-being of North Carolina.  

I-26 Connector Project 
ATTN:  Michael Wray  
N.C. Department of Transportation
1548 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-1548  

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

NORTH CAROLINA  
DEPARTMENT OF  
TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

NEWSLETTER ISSUE, APRIL 2014  
NCDOT STIP PROJECT NO. I-2513 

     The I-26 Connector Project is an interstate freeway project that is being 
proposed to connect I-26 in southwest Asheville to U.S. 19/23/70 in 
northwest Asheville.  The North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT) has programmed this project to upgrade and widen I-240 from       
I-40 to Patton Avenue, and then proceed northward from Patton Avenue on 
new location across the French Broad River and connect to U.S. 19/23/70 just 
south of Exit 25 (Riverside Drive – Broadway – UNC-Asheville).  Upon 
completion, this project will be part of the I-26 Interstate that extends from 
Charleston, South Carolina, to Kingsport, Tennessee.  

     The proposed I-26 Connector in Asheville is approximately 7 miles long 
from the I-40 interchange to Broadway.  The project includes: 

≠# Upgrading 4.3 miles of existing I-240 from the I-26/I-240 interchange 
with I-40 to the I-240 interchange with Patton Avenue, west of the French 
Broad River. 

≠# Improvements to the I-26/I-240 interchange with I-40 and Brevard Road 
(N.C. 191), Amboy Road (S.R. 3556), Haywood Road (S.R. 3548/U.S. 
19/23 Business) and Patton Avenue (U.S. 19-23) interchanges. 

≠# Construction of the interstate on new location from the Patton Avenue 
interchange north for 2.6 miles across the French Broad River, tying into 
U.S. 19/23/70 south of Broadway (S.R. 1781).   

     The I-26 Connector Project was originally proposed in 1989.  After issuing 
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement in 2008 and holding public meetings, 
a new priority rating system was implemented by NCDOT in 2010. The new 
ranking of the I-26 Connector Project was much lower than its previous 
ranking, and thus, work on the project was halted and the project was placed 
on hold. 

     Project development studies for the I-26 Connector were re-initiated in 
Spring 2012.  Since 2012, project alternatives in Section “B” (the new 
location portion north of Patton Avenue, across the French Broad River) have 
been modified to avoid impacts to the Emma Road Community and to 
enhance multimodal connectivity between west Asheville and Asheville.  

     A new alternative, Alternative 3C, was developed in 2013 to further 
reduce impacts to the natural and human environments.  Alternative 3C is 
similar to Alternative 3, but has a smaller footprint and connects to U.S. 
19/23 further south of the Alternative 3 connection.  NCDOT will present all 
existing alternatives at the Public Meeting scheduled for May 12, 2014.      

Project Hotline/Línea Gratutita del Proyecto: 1-800-233-6315                  http://www.ncdot.gov/projects/i26connector/ 

PUBLIC MEETING 
 MAY 12, 2014  
4:00-7:00 PM 

RENAISSANCE HOTEL  
GRAND BALLROOM           

  31 WOODFIN STREET, ASHEVILLE 
The purposes of this meeting are to: 

≠# present and receive public comments 
on all project alternatives including a 
new alternative, Alternative 3C. 

≠# Present updated roadway design 
plans that have been modified to 
avoid impacts to the Emma Road 
community;  

≠# provide the status of the 
environmental studies that are 
currently underway and describe 
next steps; and,  

≠# announce that a new Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement will 
be prepared to document the 
updated studies.   

This is an informal, open-house, public 
meeting.  You may drop in at any time 
between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m., see the 
meeting maps and other materials, meet 
one-on-one with NCDOT representatives, 
and provide comments on Alternative 3C 
or any other aspects of the project. 

For more information about the meeting 
please contact Mr. Michael Wray at 
(919) 707-6050. 

Need Special Services or Assistance for 
the Public Meeting? 

NCDOT will provide auxiliary aids and       
services under the Americans with Disabilities 
Act for persons who wish to participate in this 
workshop and require special services.        
Contact Michael Wray at (919) 707-6050 as 
early as possible for these arrangements.  

A Spanish language interpreter will be 
present.  Se Habla Español. 



 

 

 

 

NCDOT STIP Project No. A-0010A,  U.S. 19/23 
(Future I-26) Improvements Project:   

NCDOT is proposing to improve approximately 12 
miles of U.S. 19/23 from north of I-240 in Asheville 
to just south of Exit 13 (Forks of Ivy – Stockton Road) 
near Mars Hill.  This project is currently in the early 
stages of the planning process. 

 

NCDOT STIP Project No. I-4400 / I-4700, I-26 
Widening Project:   

NCDOT is proposing to widen approximately 22 
miles of I-26 from US 25 (Exit 54) in Henderson 
County to I-40 in Asheville.  This project is about to 
begin the preliminary design process. 

 

I-5504 /Brevard Road interchange project (Exit 33): 

NCDOT is proposing to modify an existing partial 
cloverleaf interchange, primarily to alleviate 
congestion by increasing the efficiency of the 
interchange.  The project may include the widening of 
the N.C. 191 (Brevard Road) bridge over I-26.  

OTHER I-26 PROJECTS  

A new Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on 
the I-26 Connector is planned for release in the 
Summer of 2015. It will be based on findings from 
several on-going environmental studies in the I-26 
Connector project area.  These studies include: 

≠# Community Impact Assessment 

≠# Natural Resources Technical Report 

≠# Traffic Operations Analysis 

≠# Air Quality Analysis 

≠# Traffic Noise Analysis 

≠# Cultural Resource Studies 

≠# Evaluation of Alternatives 

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES  

PROJECT HISTORY 



 1600 Perimeter Park Drive, Suite 400 
Morrisville, NC 27560 

Telephone:  (919) 461-1100 
Facsimile:  (919) 461-1415 

 
 

RECORD OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION 
 

DATE:  July 15, 2014 (1:13 p.m.) NCDOT PROJECT NO. I-2513:                                            
I-26 Asheville Connector Project 

RECORDED BY:  Project Hotline OWNER / CLIENT: NCDOT – PDEA 
CALL FROM:  Brian Austin 
ROUTE TO: 
Project File. 

FOR INFORMATION FOR ACTION 
 
 

   

SUBJECT:  (no subject) 
 
 

1. Received from (828) 255-0100. 
 
2. Please call back at (828) 450-2897. 

 
-End- 

 
 



I-2513:  I-26 Asheville Connector Project 

Deborah Mashburn’s Property at 15 Kentucky Drive, Asheville 
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Records of Meetings and Concurrence Points 
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Merger Meetings and Concurrence Points 
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Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement 
Concurrence Point No. 2 

Alternatives to Be Studied in Detail 
 
 
I-26 Connector  
T.I.P. No. I-2513 
NCDOT Project No. 8.U843701 
Federal-Aid Project No. MANHF 26-1 (53) 
NCDOT Division 13 
 

Introduction: 

The purpose of this meeting is to recommend the removal of Alternative 5 from further 
consideration.  After the development of preliminary designs, further investigations into the 
traffic operations and safety suggests there is potential for Alternative 5 to exacerbate an existing 
weaving condition along I-240 between the US 19-23 and Montford Avenue interchanges.  Based 
upon the configuration of Alternative 5 and the potential affects it may have on overall system 
operations and safety, it is recommend this alternative be eliminated from further study. 
 
History within Interagency/Merger Process: 

In October 1999, NCDOT met with interagency officials including Steve Lund (COE), John 
Hennessy (DWQ) and David Cox (NCWRC) to discuss the status of the subject project and to 
bring the project into the Section 404/NEPA Merger process.  After a description of the project 
development, the agency officials were asked about any concerns regarding the approval status of 
the project.  Mr. Lund acknowledged that the “Purpose and Need”, and “Alternatives To Be 
Studied In Detail” (Concurrence Point Nos. 1 and 2) were achieved during the Phase I Study.  To 
reaffirm these decisions, a concurrence meeting was held on January 23, 2002.  The purpose and 
need was adjusted and a concurrence form was signed by all but one member of the team. 

Due to the addition of alternatives to improve the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange at the southern end 
of the project, another merger team meeting was held in December 2004 to reaffirm concurrence 
with the Concurrence Point 1, “Purpose and Need” and to modify Concurrence Point 2, 
“Alternatives To Be Studied In Detail”.  Both Concurrence Point 1 and Concurrence Point 2 
forms were signed by all members of the team. 

Since the approval of Concurrence Point 2, another I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange improvement 
alternative (Alternative F1) was developed to satisfy the project purpose and need with fewer 
environmental impacts in a more economical manner. Alternative F-1 was presented at a 
concurrence meeting held September 7, 2006, with the Concurrence Point 2 form signed by all 
members of the team.  In addition to the inclusion of Alternative F-1, the September 7, 2006 
meeting also included the presentation of preliminary designs and bridging recommendations for 
the project alternatives.  With several modification requests, the Concurrence Point 2A form was 
signed by all members of the team. 
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Project Description: 

The proposed I-26 Connector spans approximately 10 miles and is located on the west side of 
Asheville, North Carolina and improves the existing I-240 and US 19-23 corridors from the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to the US 19-23-70 interchange with SR 1781 (Broadway).  The 
project improvements are defined in three separate sections, Section A, B and C that must be 
combined to comprise the entire project (see Figure1).  These separate sections are described 
below. 
 

Section A 
Section A consists of the I-240 Widening Alternative that would include the widening and 
reconstruction of existing I-240 from a four lane freeway to an eight lane freeway from just 
north of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange to just south of the existing I-240/Patton Avenue 
interchange on the west side of the French Broad River (see Figure 2).  The reconstructed 
roadway would carry both I-26 and I-240 throughout the length of Section A and would be 
compatible with all of the proposed alternatives for Section B and Section C.  The Section A 
alternative would include interchanges at NC 191 (Brevard Road), SR 3556 (Amboy Road), 
and US 19 23 Business (Haywood Road).  The alternative would begin at the north end of 
Section C and would include eight basic freeway lanes and an auxiliary lane along I-26 
westbound/I-240 eastbound for Section C alternatives A-2, C-2 and D-1. 

 
Section B 

Section B will provide an interstate on new location from just south of the existing 
I-240/Patton Avenue interchange before crossing the French Broad and joining existing 
US 19-23-70 and continuing to the US 19-23-70 interchange with SR 1781 (Broadway). Four 
alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5) are being considered for Section B. These Section B 
alternatives are described below.  

 

Alternative 2 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 3).  Throughout Section A, the proposed project would include 
I-26 and I-240 combined as one roadway through the interchange of I-26/I-240 with US 
19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  At the existing interchange of I-240 with US 19-23-
74A/Patton Avenue, the two interstates would separate with I-26 continuing to the north 
on new location and I-240 continuing to the east across the Smoky Park Bridges.  The 
interchange area is very complex due to the mixing of local traffic on Patton Avenue 
which also utilizes the Smoky Park Bridges.  The existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French Broad River would not be modified for 
Alternative 2.  All improvements to the combined I-240/Patton Avenue roadway would 
occur on the west side of the river and would not involve any construction along the 
Smoky Park Bridges.  Alternative 2 would include new or replacement bridges at a total 
of five locations. 
Alternative 3 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 4).  Throughout Section A, the proposed project would include 
I-26 and I-240 combined as one roadway through the interchange of I-26/I-240 with 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  At the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue, the two interstates would separate with I-26 continuing to 
the north on new location and I -240 continuing to the east across the Smoky Park 



7/24/07 
 

I-26 Connector  Page 3 of 6 

Bridges.  The interchange area is very complex due to the mixing of local traffic on 
Patton Avenue which also uses the Smoky Park Bridges. 
The existing I-240 interchange with US 19-23-70/Patton Avenue east of the French 
Broad River would not be modified for Alternative 3.  All improvements to the combined 
I-240/Patton Avenue roadway would occur on the west side of the river and would not 
involve any construction along the Smoky Park Bridges.  Alternative 3 would include 
new or replacement bridges at a total of seven locations. 
Alternative 4 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 5).  Throughout Section A, the proposed project would include 
I-26 and I-240 combined as one roadway through the interchange of I-26/I-240 with 
US 19-23 Business (Haywood Road).  Alternative 4 was developed to separate the local 
Patton Avenue traffic from the I-240 through-traffic.  To create this separation the split 
between I-26 and I-240 would be moved to the north and the existing Smoky Park 
Bridges would be converted to serve Patton Avenue traffic only.  The I-26 freeway 
alignment for Alternative 4 would be very similar to Alternative 3. 
Due to the separation of the local Patton Avenue traffic from the interstate traffic, the 
interchange configuration for Alternative 4 becomes simpler with regard to the 
connection to US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and very complex with regard to the split of 
I-26 and I-240.  The location of the proposed interchange would require that the entrance 
to the Crowne Plaza Resort be relocated to the west of the interchange, intersecting with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue approximately 300 feet west of the interchange.  The 
proposed design of the I-26/I-240 interchange with US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue would 
not include the movements connecting I-26 eastbound to I-240 eastbound or I-240 
westbound to I-26 westbound.  The interchange where I-240 and US 19-23-70 split east 
of the French Broad River would not include the movements connecting I-240 eastbound 
to US 19-23-70 northbound or US 19-23-70 southbound to I-240 westbound.  The I-26 
interchange with US 19-23-70 would not include the movements connecting I-26 
westbound with US 19-23-70 southbound or US 19-23-70 northbound to I-26 eastbound. 
To make these movements, the traffic would utilize an adjacent interchange.  These 
movements would essentially be redundant and would only be utilized by motorists who 
missed an exit.  Alternative 4 would include new or replacement bridges at a total of ten 
locations. 
Alternative 5 would include the modification of the existing I-240 interchange with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I-26 across the French Broad River to 
US 19-23-70 (see Figure 6).  Alternative 5 was developed to separate the local Patton 
Avenue traffic from the I-240 through-traffic.  To create this separation a new parallel 
bridge would be constructed to the south of the Smoky Park Bridges that would serve the 
local Patton Avenue traffic and the existing Smoky Park Bridges would carry I-240 
traffic only. 
The I-26 freeway alignment for Alternative 5 would be very similar to alternatives 3 and 
4.  The complexity of the proposed interchange of the I-26 and I-240 freeways with 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue would be compounded because the interchange would 
accommodate the separation of the freeways and the connections to 
US 19-23-74A/Patton Avenue at a single location.  This alternative would include new or 
replacement bridges at a total of 11 locations. 
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Section C 

Section C is the southern end of the project and consists of improvements to the existing 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange including the addition of the missing moves between I-40 and 
I-240.  Four interchange alternatives (Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1) are being 
considered for Section C. These Section C alternatives are described below  

 

Alternative A-2 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as a fully 
directional interchange that would provide direct ramp connections between I-26, I-40 
and the proposed I-26/I-240 combined roadway, including the movements that are 
currently not provided by the existing interchange (see Figure 7).  To the south and east 
of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened. 
Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  To the west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would tie to the eight-lane typical section being 
constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 and would include some widening of I-40 
to transition the ramp lanes to the basic eight-lane typical section.  This alternative would 
include new or replacement bridges at a total of 19 locations. 
Alternative C-2 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as a 
semi-directional interchange that would provide six of the eight ramp movements with 
directional ramps and two of the eight ramp movements with semi-direct loop ramps (see 
Figure 8).  The reconfigured interchange would contain the movements that are currently 
not provided by the existing interchange.  To the south and east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened. 
Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  To the west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would tie to the eight-lane typical section being 
constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 and would include some widening of I-40 
to transition the ramp lanes to the basic eight-lane typical section. This alternative would 
include new or replacement bridges at a total of 16 locations. 
Alternative D-1 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange as a 
semi-directional interchange that would provide seven of the eight ramp movements with 
directional ramps and the remaining movement with a semi-direct loop ramp (see Figure 
9).  The reconfigured interchange would provide the movements that are currently not 
included in the existing interchange.   
To the south and east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened.  
Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  To the west of the 
I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-40 would tie to the eight-lane typical section being 
constructed under NCDOT TIP Project I-4401 and would include some widening of I-40 
to transition the ramp lanes to the basic eight-lane typical section. This alternative would 
include new or replacement bridges at a total of 18 locations. 
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Alternative F-1 would reconstruct the existing I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange and maintain 
the same general configuration while adding the two missing movements (see Figure 10).  
The new movement from I-26 eastbound/I-240 westbound to I-40 eastbound would be 
accomplished with a semi-direct loop connection and the movement from I-40 westbound 
to I-26 westbound/I-240 eastbound would utilize a direct ramp connection.  To the south 
and east of the I-26/I-40/I-240 interchange, I-26 and I-40 would be widened.  

Due to the configuration of the proposed interchange ramps at the I-26/I-40/I-240 
interchange, the existing grade-separated crossing of SR 3413 (Bear Creek Road) over 
I-26/I-240 would be relocated to the east and the bridge would be lengthened to 
accommodate the increased footprint associated with the interchange.  This alternative 
would include new or replacement bridges at a total of 14 locations and widened bridges 
at two locations. 

Alternative 5 discussions: 

After the development of preliminary designs, further investigations into the operations suggests 
there is potential for Alternative 5 to exacerbate an existing weaving condition along I-240 
between the US 19-23 and Montford Avenue interchanges.  Currently, a weaving movement is 
required along eastbound I-240 between southbound US 19-23 traffic to Montford Avenue and 
Clingman Avenue traffic to eastbound I-240.  Southbound US 19-23 accesses I-240 eastbound via 
a left-hand entrance ramp with approximately 225 feet of acceleration distance prior to merging 
into I-240 traffic (see Figure 11).  Approximately 565 feet downstream, Clingman Avenue 
accesses eastbound I-240 via a right-hand entrance ramp which becomes an auxiliary lane 
between Clingman Avenue and Montford Avenue, creating a weaving segment.  The existing 
weaving segment allows approximately 1075 feet to accommodate the above weaving movement, 
with two I-240 through lanes being maintained throughout the weaving operation. 
 
Alternative 5 was developed in part to separate the local Patton Avenue traffic from the through 
traffic of I-240.  This is accomplished by providing parallel bridges south of the Smoky Park 
Bridges to serve Patton Avenue traffic, with the Smoky Park Bridges accommodating I-240 
traffic.  Given the urban setting of the project and the complexity of the crossing of Patton 
Avenue, I-240 and I-26, design constraints required Patton Avenue access to I-240 be limited at 
two locations:  access to eastbound I-240 would be provided on the east side of the French Broad 
River and access to westbound I-240 would be provided on the west side of the French Broad 
River.  The limited access to eastbound I-240 from Patton Avenue would result with a 
concentration of traffic turning left from Patton Avenue utilizing dual left-turn lanes onto a ramp 
which would include an immediate lane drop prior to the weaving operation with Montford 
Avenue.  The proposed design configuration of the southbound US 19-23 to eastbound I-240 
movement and the Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 movement would result in successive ramps 
with a distance of 175 feet between the two  (see Figure 11).  The proposed design would provide 
approximately 1425 feet between the Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 entrance ramp and the 
Montford Avenue exit ramp  
 
According to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004 Edition, a 
recommended minimum of 1000 feet is suggested between the US 19-23 entrance ramp and the 
Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 entrance ramp.  Between the Patton Avenue to eastbound I-240 
entrance ramp and the Montford Avenue exit ramp a recommended minimum of 1600 feet would 
be required. 
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The location of the US 19-23 left-hand entrance ramp combined with the adjacent Clingman 
Avenue right-hand entrance ramp creates complex weaving movements required in order to exit 
at Montford Avenue towards downtown Asheville.  Recommended minimum distances between 
successive ramps according to AASHTO would not be provided.  The southbound US 19-23 
traffic would be required to make two lane changes in order to exit at Montford Avenue, with 
Clingman Avenue to eastbound I-240 required to make one lane change.  In addition, the 
complexity of the interchange design would require an I-240 through lane be dropped as the exit 
to Montford Avenue.  Such changes to an interstate facility would go against standards 
established by AASHTO regarding the maintenance of the basic number of lanes (lane 
continuity).  
 
 

 
 

Table 1 - Successive Ramp Terminal Spacing Comparison 

Ramp to Ramp 
Existing 
Spacing 

(ft) 
Alternative 5 
Spacing (ft) 

AASHTO Recommended Minimum 
Ramp Terminal Spacing (ft) 

US 19-23 merge to Clingman Ave. merge 790 175 1000 (Entrance to Entrance for Full Fwy.) 

Clingman Ave. merge to Montford Ave. 
diverge 

1075 1425 1600 (Service to Service Interchange) 
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MEETING SUMMARY      
 
 
To:    Meeting Attendees 
    Project File  
 
From:     Joanna Rocco 

AECOM 
 
Date:    January 29, 2015 
 
RE:    Section 404/NEPA Merger Process – Concurrence Meeting: CP 2 Revisited  
    NCDOT STIP Project I‐2513 (I‐26 Connector) 

 
 

Meeting Attendees: 

Mitch Batuzich, FHWA 
Earl Dubin, FHWA 
Lori Beckwith, USACE* 
Marella Buncick, USFWS* 
Marla Chambers, NCWRC* 
Renee Gledhill‐Earley, HPO* 
Cynthia Van Der Wiele, USEPA* 
Paul Black, French Broad River MPO 
Rick Tipton, NCDOT – Division 13* 
Kristina Solberg, NCDOT – Division 13* 
Jody Kuhne, NCDOT – Western Regional Office* 
Van Argabright, NCDOT – STIP Unit* 
Zahid Baloch, NCDOT – PDEA 
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT – PDEA  
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT – PDEA 
Michael Wray, NCDOT – PDEA 
Brendan Merithew, NCDOT – TPB 
Pam Cook, NCDOT – TPB 
Kirby Pendergraft, NCDOT – Hydraulics 
Bill Zerman, NCDOT – Hydraulics 
 

Kevin Moore, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Steve Kendall, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Herman Huang, NCDOT – HES 
Drew Joyner, NCDOT – HES 
Carla Dagnino, NCDOT ‐ NES 
Phil Harris, NCDOT – NES 
Jeff Hemphill, NCDOT – NES 
Mark Staley, NCDOT – Roadside Environmental 
James Dunlop, NCDOT – Congestion Mgmt. 
Elise Groundwater, NCDOT – Congestion Mgmt. 
Tim Sherrill, NCDOT – Structures Mgmt. Unit 
Phil Geary, NCDOT 
Kiersten Bass, HNTB 
John Burris, AECOM 
Ed Edens, AECOM 
Dennis Hoyle, AECOM 
Rhiannon Kincaid, AECOM 
Mathew Potter, AECOM 
Joanna Rocco, AECOM 
Chris Werner, AECOM 
 
 

*Joined meeting via telephone   
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A  meeting  was  held  at  10:00  AM  on  Thursday,  January  22,  2015  in  the  NCDOT  Structure  Design 
Conference Room C to revisit Concurrence Point 2.   The purpose of this meeting was to notify the Merger 
Team of an expansion  in  the project  study area  to accommodate  revised design  configurations and  to 
obtain concurrence on the addition of a Detailed Study Alternative (DSA):  Section B, Alternative 3‐C.  

Michael Wray  began  the meeting  by  stating  the meeting’s  purpose  and  initiating  introductions.    The 
Merger Team was provided a copy of the meeting’s presentation and Merger Packet (attached).   

Chris Werner  then gave a presentation on  the project status, Detailed Study Alternatives, project study 
area revisions, project schedule, and next steps.   

Discussion points from the meeting are summarized below: 

 Lori Beckwith from the USACE inquired about when the merger application would be submitted.  
Derrick Weaver explained that the application would be submitted after the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement was issued and before the Public Hearing, therefore anticipated around May of 
2015. 

 An  updated  historic  architecture  report  is  anticipated  by  the  end  of  January.    Archaeological 
studies will not need to be updated for inclusion in the DEIS, but will be available prior to selecting 
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).   

 Paul Black from the French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization (FBRMPO) noted that 
the MPO board had questioned  if the alternatives could be designed  to Level of Service E since 
the facility  is currently designated as an  interstate facility and had an  interstate designation and 
signing.  Mitch Batuzich from FHWA noted that current regulations state that interstates must be 
designed to LOS D. Paul stated that he would defer to FHWA, but would forward the reference to 
the design exception to Mitch for his consideration.   

 Renee Gledhill‐Earley requested a timeframe for when the updated list of resource impacts would 
be available.  Jennifer Harris stated that this information would be available to the Merger Team 
at  the CP 2A Revisited meeting, which  is anticipated  to be held  in February or March.   Derrick 
Weaver noted  that we would not be  committing  to a date  for CP 2A Revisited meeting at  this 
time, as NCDOT needs  to  review  the design modifications currently under development before 
scheduling a meeting.  Several members of the Merger Team noted that it may be useful to have 
the meeting in Asheville in case any of the sites need to be visited. 

 The Merger Team agreed to adding Alternative 3C as a DSA, therefore the concurrence form will 
be signed by all members including the following DSAs:   

 Section A 
 Section B:  Alternative 3 
 Section B:  Alternative 3C  
 Section B:  Alternative 4 
 Section B:  Alternative 4B 
 Section C:  Alternative A‐2 
 Section C:  Alternative C‐2 
 Section C:  Alternative D‐1 
 Section C:  Alternative F‐1 
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 The revised project study area was also agreed to by the Merger Team.   It was requested that a 
figure showing the updated study area be added to the CP 2 form for future reference.  The CP 2 
form will be revised with this information and then sent to the Merger Team for signature. 

 
 
Action Items 

 NCDOT to coordinate with the Merger Team on CP 2A date and location. 
 NCDOT to distribute updated CP 2 Concurrence Form to the Merger Team for their signatures 

via Docusign.  
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Section 404/NEPA Merger Team Meeting  
Concurrence Point No. 2 

Alternatives to Be Studied in Detail (Revisited) 
 

 
 
I‐26 Connector  
T.I.P. No. I‐2513 
NCDOT Project No. 8.U843701 
Federal‐Aid Project No. MANHF 26‐1 (53) 
NCDOT Division 13 
 

Introduction: 

The purpose of this meeting  is to notify the Merger Team of an expansion  in the project study 
area to accommodate revised design configurations and to obtain concurrence on the addition 
of a detailed study alternative (Section B, Alternative 3‐C).   

 

Merger Process History: 

CP 1 and CP 2 Concurrence (2002) 

In  October  1999,  NCDOT  met  with  interagency  officials  including  Steve  Lund  (COE),  John 
Hennessy  (DWQ)  and David Cox  (NCWRC)  to discuss  the  status of  the  subject project  and  to 
bring the project into the Section 404/NEPA Merger process.  After a description of the project 
development, the agency officials were asked about any concerns regarding the approval status 
of the project.   Mr. Lund acknowledged that the “Purpose and Need”, and “Alternatives To Be 
Studied  In Detail”  (Concurrence Points 1 and 2) were achieved during  the Phase  I  Study.   To 
reaffirm  these decisions, a concurrence meeting was held on  January 23, 2002.   The purpose 
and need was adjusted and a concurrence form was signed by all but one member of the team. 

Due to the addition of alternatives to  improve the  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange at the southern 
end  of  the  project,  another merger  team meeting  was  held  in  December  2004  to  reaffirm 
concurrence with Concurrence Point 1 and to modify Concurrence Point 2.   Both Concurrence 
Point 1 and Concurrence Point 2 forms were signed by all members of the team. 

CP 2 Revisited and CP 2A (2006) 

Another  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange  improvement  alternative  (Section C, Alternative  F‐1) was 
developed  to  satisfy  the  project  purpose  and  need  with  anticipated  fewer  environmental 
impacts in a more economical manner. Alternative F‐1 was presented at a concurrence meeting 
held on September 7, 2006, with  the Concurrence Point 2  form signed by all members of  the 
team.    In  addition  to  the  inclusion  of  Alternative  F‐1,  the  September  7,  2006 meeting  also 
included the presentation of preliminary designs and bridging recommendations for the project 
alternatives.  With several modification requests, the Concurrence Point 2A form was signed by 
all members of the team. 
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CP 2 Revisited (2007) 

In  July  2007,  all members  of  the Merger  Team  agreed  at  an  additional  Concurrence  Point  2 
meeting  to  eliminate  Alternative  5  from  further  consideration.    This  alternative  proposed 
constructing a new crossing of the French Broad River immediately south of the existing Captain 
Jeff Bowen Bridge to accommodate Patton Avenue traffic. This alternative was eliminated due 
to operational deficiencies that would worsen the traffic operations along existing I‐240 east of 
the project in downtown Asheville. 

CP 2 Revisited (2009) 

The  Merger  Team  met  in  December  2009  and  agreed  to  remove  Alternative  2  from 
consideration  due  to  operational  issues  after  the  traffic  forecasting  was  updated  (NCDOT 
updated the traffic forecast for all alternatives and revised the design based on the new traffic 
volumes  in 2009).  In August 2010, NCDOT decided  to  replace  the 2008 DEIS with a new DEIS 
instead of developing a Supplemental DEIS. NCDOT began preparation of a new DEIS  in 2010 
that  updated  the  traffic  forecast,  eliminated  Alternative  2  from  consideration,  and  added 
Alternative 4‐B for detailed studies. 

CP 2 Revisited (2015) 

After a 2‐year deferment of the project due to  low project priority ranking, NCDOT reinitiated 
development of the project  in the spring of 2012. Alternative 3 and Alternative 4  in Section B, 
and  the new  location portion of  the project  from north of Patton Avenue crossing  the French 
Broad River  to US 19‐23‐70, were modified  to  avoid  impacts  to  the  Emma Road Community. 
NCDOT developed a new alternative for Section B, Alternative 3C, with a smaller footprint and 
connection  further  to  the  south  of  US  19‐23‐70  that  would  generate  fewer  environmental 
impacts than Alternative 3. 

The new alternative, Alternative 3C, was presented to the public in May of 2014 (in addition to 
all other  alternatives)  to present updated  roadway design plans  that were modified  to  avoid 
impacts to the Emma Road Community, to announce that updated environmental studies will be 
conducted,  and  to  announce  that  a  new  DEIS  will  be  prepared  to  document  the  updated 
environmental  studies.  NCDOT  is  continuing  the  analysis  of  existing  and  projected  traffic 
operations,  and  is  developing  conceptual  design  revisions  based  upon  the  recommendations 
from  the  traffic  operations  analysis.  All  Section  B  alternatives  are  being  studied  to  better 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. NCDOT is also updating the environmental studies 
and beginning preparation of a new DEIS to present the findings of those studies and revisions 
to the roadway design plans. 

 

Therefore, at this point, the Alternatives to Be Studied in Detail include:   

Section A I‐240 Widening Alternative 

Section B Alternatives 3, 3‐C, 4, and 4‐B 

Section C Alternatives A‐2, C‐2, D‐1, and F‐1  
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Purpose and Need for the Project: 

The need for this proposed action is summarized by the following existing and projected 
conditions: 

 System Linkage: A better transportation facility is needed to connect I‐26 south of 
Asheville with US 19‐23 north of Asheville. I‐26 currently connects the Port of Charleston, 
South Carolina, with the mountains of North Carolina joining I‐240 at the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
Interchange southwest of Asheville. I‐240 west of Asheville, which connects I‐26 with 
US 19‐23‐70, was constructed in the 1960s and does not meet current interstate design 
standards due to roadway deficiencies. The existing interchange connecting US 19‐23‐70 
from the north with I‐240 contains sharply curved, single‐lane ramps. Freeway traffic using 
this interchange connecting I‐240 with the US 19‐23‐70 freeway is restricted to one lane in 
each direction, which causes traffic to queue onto I‐240. This facility needs to be updated to 
meet current interstate design standards. 

 Capacity: I‐240 needs additional capacity because increasing traffic volumes have 
substantially reduced the level of service on I‐240 west of Asheville.  Several sections of 
I‐240 currently operate at capacity, resulting in traffic delays and queuing on I‐240. Traffic 
congestion and resulting delays will continue to worsen in the future as the traffic volumes 
increase due to population increases. The completion of portions of NCDOT STIP Project 
Number A‐0010 has further increased traffic demands along I‐240 west of Asheville. The 
increase in traffic volumes further contributes to the congestion and delays being 
experienced along I‐240. 

 Safety: I‐240 needs safety improvements.  Multiple sections of this project have accident 
rates that exceed the critical crash rates for similar North Carolina facilities, demonstrating 
the need for safety improvements for this facility.  

 

The primary purposes of this proposed action are to: 

 Provide a freeway‐to‐freeway connection between I‐26 south of Asheville and US 19‐23‐70 
north of Asheville 

 Provide a link in the transportation system connecting a direct, multilane, freeway facility 
meeting interstate standards along the existing and future section of the I‐26 Corridor from 
the Port of Charleston, South Carolina, to I‐81 near Kingsport, Tennessee 

 Improve the capacity of existing I‐240 west of Asheville to accommodate the existing and 
forecasted (2033 design year) traffic in this growing area 

 Reduce traffic delays and congestion along the I‐240 crossing of the French Broad River, 
which currently operates at capacity 

 Increase the remaining useful service of the existing Smoky Park Bridge (now known as the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridge) by substantially reducing the volume of traffic on this vital 
crossing of the French Broad River 

 Improve the safety of I‐240 west of Asheville 
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Project Study Area 

The Project Study Area extends from the western terminus of I‐26 southwest of the City of 
Asheville around the western side of Asheville to existing US 19‐23‐70 north of Asheville.  The 
project study area has been revised to allow for additional design configuration revisions.  The 
original and revised study areas are shown on Figure 1. 

Project Description: 

The proposed  I‐26 Connector  spans approximately 7 miles and  is  located on  the west  side of 
Asheville,  North  Carolina  and  improves  the  existing  I‐240  and  US  19‐23  corridors  from  the 
I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange  to  the  US  19‐23‐70  interchange  with  SR  1781  (Broadway).    The 
project  improvements are defined  in three separate sections, Section A, B and C that must be 
combined to comprise the entire project (see Figure 2).   These separate sections are described 
below. 

Section A 

The only build alternative  in Section A, The  I‐240 Widening Alternative, shown  in Figure 3, 
includes a best‐fit alignment  for  the widening and  reconstruction of existing  I‐240  from a 
four‐lane  freeway to an eight‐lane  freeway.   The reconstructed roadway would carry both 
I‐26 and  I‐240 throughout the  length of Section A and would be compatible with all of the 
proposed alternatives for Section B and Section C.  The Section A alternative would include 
three  interchanges that will require auxiliary  lanes for appropriate weaving distances.   This 
alternative would  also  include  a  new  bridge  along  I‐26/I‐240  over  Lower  Hominy  Creek 
including the ramps to the interchange of NC 191 (Brevard Road) with I‐26/I‐240.  

Section B 

Section B of the proposed project, shown in Figure 4, would include the modification of the 
existing interchange of I‐240 with US 19‐23‐74A/Patton Avenue and the extension of I‐26 on 
new  location  across  the  French  Broad  River  to  US 19‐23‐70.    From  the  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
interchange, the proposed project includes I‐26 and I‐240 combined as one roadway.  At the 
existing  I‐240  interchange  with  US 19‐23‐74A/Patton  Avenue,  the  two  interstates  would 
separate with I‐26 continuing to the north on new location and I‐240 continuing to the east.  
The  interchange  area  is made more  complex due  to  the mixing of  local  traffic on Patton 
Avenue with freeway traffic along the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges. 

Alternative 3, shown in Figure 5, begins south of the existing interchange of I‐240 with 
US 19‐23‐74A/Patton  Avenue,  where  I‐26  and  I‐240  would  be  combined  as  one 
roadway.   The combined roadway of  I‐26 westbound/I‐240 eastbound separates south 
of the US 19‐23‐74A/Patton Avenue  interchange, with I‐26 continuing to the north and 
I‐240  continuing to the east across the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges.  I‐26 would continue 
to the north on new location across the Westgate Shopping Center property and would 
cross  the  French Broad River on  a new bridge  approximately 5,000  feet north of  the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges before connecting with US 19‐23‐70.  

Alternative 3C, which is proposed to be added as an Alternative to be Studied in Detail 
and is shown on Figure 6, is almost identical in configuration and design to Alternative 3 
with  the exception of  the new alignment  location  for  the  I‐26  freeway after  the  I‐240 
split. The new I‐26 alignment will turn east instead of going north and will cross French 
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Broad River on two bridge structures approximately 2,500 feet north of the Captain Jeff 
Bowen Bridges before connecting with US 19‐23‐70.  

Alternative 4, shown in Figure 7, would separate the local traffic on Patton Avenue from 
the  freeway  traffic on  I‐26 and  I‐240  through  the addition of  two new  flyover bridges 
2,800 feet north of the Captain  Jeff Bowen Bridges, which would be free to carry only 
local traffic.  The curved flyover bridges would also span the Norfolk Southern Railway, 
SR  1338  (Emma  Road),  the  Norfolk  Southern  Railway  Craggy  spur  line  and  SR  1477 
(Riverside Drive). The alignment of I‐26 east of the I‐240 flyovers is similar to Alternative 
3.  For  this  alternative  nearly  all  of  the  braided  ramps  would  be  required  to  be 
constructed as bridges.   

Alternative 4‐B, shown  in Figure 8,  is similar to Alternative 4, with  I‐240 crossing over 
the French Broad River on two flyover bridges north of the Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, 
which would be  free  to  carry only  local  traffic. The  curved  flyover bridges would also 
span the Norfolk Southern Railway, SR 1338 (Emma Road), the Norfolk Southern Railway 
Craggy spur line and SR 1477 (Riverside Drive). I‐26 would continue to the north on new 
location and cross over  the French Broad River approximately 2,700  feet north of  the 
Captain Jeff Bowen Bridges, combining with US 19‐23‐70 approximately 2,700 feet south 
of  the  SR 1781  (Broadway)  interchange.  I‐26 westbound  traffic would not be  able  to 
access US 19‐23‐70  in  the southbound direction, and northbound US 19‐23‐70 will not 
be able to access I‐26 eastbound.   

Section C 

Section  C  of  the  proposed  project  focuses  on  upgrading  the  existing  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
interchange.    The  existing  interchange  is  a  partial  interchange  with  fully‐directional 
movements that would provide only six of the typical eight ramp movements  included  in a 
freeway to freeway interchange.  The existing interchange does not include the movements 
from  I‐40  westbound  to  I‐240  eastbound  or  from  I‐240  westbound  to  I‐40  eastbound.  
Additionally,  the  existing  interchange  includes  two  ramps,  I‐40  eastbound  to  I‐240 
eastbound  and  I‐40  westbound  to  I‐26  eastbound  that  have  both  left‐hand  exits  and 
entrances.  

Four  interchange alternatives (Alternatives A‐2, C‐2, D‐1, and F‐1) are being considered for 
Section C. These Section C alternatives are described below:  

Alternative A‐2,  shown  in Figure 10, would provide direct  ramp connections between 
I‐26,  I‐40  and  the  proposed  I‐26/I‐240  combined  roadway,  including  the movements 
that are currently not provided by the existing  interchange.   The design would  include 
C/D roadways along I‐40 to alleviate traffic capacity issues. As a result of implementing 
the  C/D  roadways,  improvements  would  also  be  required  to  the  existing  I‐40 
interchanges with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A which are adjacent to the 
I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange. 

Alternative C‐2, shown in Figure 11, would be a semi‐directional interchange that would 
provide  six of  the eight  ramp movements with directional  ramps while  the  remaining 
two movements would be provided by semi‐direct  loop ramps.   Alternative C‐2 would 
have  the same general configuration  for  the  I‐26/I‐40/I‐240  interchange as Alternative 
C‐1, with two semi‐direct  loop movements  in the northwest and southwest quadrants. 
The design would  include a C/D roadway along I‐26 eastbound to accommodate traffic 
at  the  I‐40  interchange as well as C/D roadways on both  the north and south sides of 
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I‐40.    As  a  result  of  implementing  the  C/D  roadways,  improvements  would  also  be 
required to the existing I‐40 interchanges with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A 
which are adjacent to the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange.                                                                

Alternative D‐1, shown in Figure 12, would be a semi‐directional interchange that would 
provide seven of the eight ramp movements with directional ramps with the remaining 
movement provided by a semi‐direct  loop ramp.   This design would result  in no direct 
connection  to  I‐26 or  I‐240  from NC 191  (Brevard Road) via  I‐40, which would  require 
vehicles to use  interchanges along  I‐26/I‐240 for access. The design would  include C/D 
roadways along I‐40 to alleviate traffic capacity  issues. As a result of  implementing the 
C/D roadways,  improvements would also be required to the existing  I‐40  interchanges 
with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A which are adjacent to the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 
interchange. 

Alternative F‐1, shown  in Figure 13, was developed to potentially minimize  impacts to 
the  human  and  natural  environment  as  well  as  to  provide  a  lower  cost  option  for 
consideration.  The design would provide the two missing movements so access will be 
provided for all directions at the I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange.  The design would include 
C/D roadways along I‐40 to alleviate traffic capacity issues. As a result of implementing 
the  C/D  roadways,  improvements  would  also  be  required  to  the  existing  I‐40 
interchanges with NC 191 (Brevard Road) and US 19/23/74A which are adjacent to the 
I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange.  

 

Agenda Issues: 

The following issues are the focus of this meeting: 

Expansion of the Project Study Area ‐ The Project Study Area is being expanded in several areas 
to allow  for additional design  configuration  revisions based upon  the  recommendations  from 
the traffic operations analysis.   Most of the Project Study Area expansions are minor in nature; 
however,  three  areas will  allow  for  the  extent  of  the  project  limits  to  be  slightly  extended.  
These  areas  include:  along  I‐40  west  of  the  US  19‐23‐74A  interchange,  along 
US 19‐23‐74A/Patton  Avenue  west  of  the  French  Broad  River,    and  along  I‐240  and  Patton 
Avenue east of the French Broad River. 

The addition of Section B, Alternative 3C as an Alternative  to be Studied  in Detail  ‐ After a 
2‐year  deferment  of  the  project  due  to  low  project  priority  ranking,  NCDOT  reinitiated 
development of the project  in the spring of 2012. Alternative 3 and Alternative 4  in Section B, 
and  the new  location portion of  the project  from north of Patton Avenue crossing  the French 
Broad River  to US 19‐23‐70, were modified  to  avoid  impacts  to  the  Emma Road Community. 
NCDOT developed a new alternative for Section B, Alternative 3C, with a smaller footprint and 
connection  further  to  the  south  of  US  19‐23‐70  that  would  generate  fewer  environmental 
impacts than Alternative 3. 

The new alternative, Alternative 3C, was presented to the public in May of 2014 (in addition to 
all other  alternatives)  to present updated  roadway design plans  that were modified  to  avoid 
impacts to the Emma Road Community, to announce that updated environmental studies will be 
conducted,  and  to  announce  that  a  new  DEIS  will  be  prepared  to  document  the  updated 
environmental studies. The feedback provided regarding this new alternative on comment cards 
at these public  involvement activities  included one opposition and three supporting views, out 
of approximately 144 attendees.  
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Project Next Steps: 

NCDOT is continuing the analysis of existing and projected traffic operations, and is developing 
design  revisions  based  upon  the  recommendations  from  the  traffic  operations  analysis. 
Additionally, all Section B alternatives are being studied to better accommodate pedestrian and 
bicycle  access.  As  a  result  of  reinitiating  the  project,  adding  a  new  alternative,  and 
revising/developing  conceptual  design  revision,  NCDOT  is  also  updating  the  environmental 
studies and beginning preparation of a new DEIS  to present  the  findings of  those studies and 
revisions  to  the  roadway design plans.   As  such, NCDOT  is anticipating  that a CP2A Revisited 
Merger Meeting will be held  in February to review the revised designs and to discuss Bridging 
Decisions and Alignment Review. 
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MEETING SUMMARY      
 
 
To:    Meeting Attendees 
    Project File  
 
From:     Rhiannon Kincaid 

AECOM 
 
Date:    May 5, 2015 
 
RE:    Section 404/NEPA Merger Process – Concurrence Meeting: CP 2A Revisited  
    NCDOT STIP Project I‐2513 (I‐26 Connector) 

 
 

Meeting Attendees: 

Mitch Batuzich, FHWA 
Lori Beckwith, USACE 
Marella Buncick, USFWS 
Marla Chambers, NCWRC 
Cynthia Van Der Wiele, USEPA 
Tristan Winkler, French Broad River MPO 
Rick Tipton, NCDOT – Division 13 
Kristina Solberg, NCDOT – Division 13 
Jennifer Harris, NCDOT – PDEA*  
Derrick Weaver, NCDOT – PDEA 
Kirby Pendergraft, NCDOT – Hydraulics* 
Bill Zerman, NCDOT – Hydraulics* 
 

Ray Lovinggood, NCDOT – Hydraulics*  
Kevin Moore, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Terry Harris, NCDOT – Roadway Design 
Carla Dagnino, NCDOT ‐ NES 
Jeff Hemphill, NCDOT – NES 
Kevin Barnett, NCDENR ‐ DWS 
Ed Edens, AECOM 
Dennis Hoyle, AECOM 
Rhiannon Kincaid, AECOM 
Joanna Rocco, AECOM 
Chris Werner, AECOM 
Rebecca Berzinis, Atkins 
Jeremy Schmid, Atkins 
 

*Joined meeting via telephone   
   

A meeting was held at 10:00 AM on Thursday, April 2, 2015  in  the NCDOT Division 13 Office  to  revisit 
Concurrence Point 2A. The purpose of this meeting was to review previous CP2A decisions and to obtain 
concurrence with the bridging and alignment recommendations.  CP2A is being revisited as a result of the 
addition of Alternative 3C being  selected  as  a Detailed  Study Alternative  (DSA)  and due  to  the design 
revisions being incorporated to the remaining DSAs.   

Derrick Weaver began  the meeting by stating  the meeting’s purpose and  initiating  introductions.   Chris 
Werner then gave a presentation on: 

 the previous CP2A decisions,  
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 the natural resources within the project study area (per the recently updated Natural Resources 
Technical Report, which also included the project study area expansions presented to the Merger 
Team in January 2015), 

 the proposed minimum hydraulically required structures (only structures greater than or equal to 
72 inches were analyzed; however, impacts to all jurisdictional resources were reviewed)  

 the proposed design  configurations  for each DSA,  including  slopestake  limits,  slopestake  limits 
plus 25 foot buffers, and proposed retaining wall locations 

 Anticipated DSA  impacts  for all  jurisdictional resources within  the project study area.   Updated 
copies  of  the Merger  Packet  Table  1  and  2  (attached) were  provided  to  attendees.   Updates 
included  revisions  for clarity, updated wetland  impacts  (in Section C DSA A‐2, C‐2, and D‐1  for 
Wetland WI), and updated stream impacts (in Section B DSA 4, Section C DSA A‐2, C‐2, D‐1, and F‐
1).     

Discussion points from the meeting are summarized below: 

 Requests made at the previous CP2A Concurrence (September 7, 2006) were reviewed:  
1. In  Alternative  B3  in  Section  B,  NCDOT  will  shorten  the  proposed  450‐foot  culvert  at 

Holiday Inn Drive over Smith Mill Creek through the introduction of a retaining wall along 
Holiday Inn Drive.  Follow‐up:  no longer an issue as Holiday Inn Drive has been realigned. 

2. In Alternative B4  in Section B, NCDOT will  replace  the  recommended culvert at Holiday 
Inn Drive and the exit ramp over Smith Mill Creek with bridges.  Follow‐up:  this has been 
implemented in the current designs for this alternative. 

3. NCDOT agreed to add cross‐veins or other appropriate measures to reduce the potential 
for head cutting on Smith Mill Creek with any alternative. Follow‐up:   there has been no 
change to this previous commitment. 

4. NCDOT agreed  to use  sills or baffles  to  contain  low  flows  to one of  two barrels at  the 
culvert  along  Reed  Creek.  Follow‐up:    there  has  been  no  change  to  this  previous 
commitment 

5. In Alternatives A2  and D1  in  Section C, NCDOT will  shorten  the  culvert  extension(s)  at 
Trent Branch and remove some of the existing culvert under the I‐240 Westbound to I‐40 
westbound ramp. Follow‐up:  there has been no change to this previous commitment 

6. Although not yet quantified, the stream and wetland impacts associated with Alternative 
F1 in Section C were noted to be less than those of the other Section C alternates. Follow‐
up:  Impacts for this alternative were presented to the Merger Team; whereas, during the 
2006 meeting, impacts were not available. 

 Smith Mill Creek, Natural Resources Technical Report  (NRTR) Stream SR near Holiday  Inn Drive 
was discussed in detail. The water in this stream is of low quality due to high levels of runoff. The 
long  culverts  proposed  in  Alternatives  3  and  3C  are  not  desirable,  but  are  acceptable. While 
bridges may be a more expensive construction option, the cost of mitigation efforts for the length 
of stream moved to a culvert should also be considered in the alternative comparison during CP3.  
It was  agreed  that  further  discussion  on  avoidance  and minimization  of  impacts  to  Smith Mill 
Creek for Alternative 3 or 3C could be reviewed during CP4A, where NCDOT should evaluate the 
feasibility of bridging Smith Mill Creek. 
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 Upper Hominy Creek, NRTR Stream SX was discussed.   Alternatives A‐2 and D‐1  includes  ramp 
alignment  parallel  and  nearly  overtop  of  Stream  SX.    If  possible,  NCDOT  will  investigate  the 
potential  to  realign  this  ramp  for  these  alternatives  in order  to  shift  the bridge outside of  the 
stream  limits.     Alternatives C‐2 and F‐1  includes fill slopes that may encroach on Stream SX.    It 
was noted this  is an area  impacts to the stream may be avoided through  the use of a retaining 
wall that should also be considered in the alternative comparison during CP3.  

 All existing multi‐barrel culverts within the project limits were reviewed with the Merger Team to 
determine if any sites were candidates to be replaced with bridges.  No sites were identified.  

 In  extending  existing  structures,  all  structures  should  be  evaluated  for  functionality  and  areas 
where over widening exists should be corrected.   

 Sills and baffles shall be provided  in new box culverts to retain the native material and maintain 
the natural  stream width and depth. Where existing box  culverts do not have  sills and baffles, 
NCDOT  should  consider  adding  a  supplemental  pipe  to  maintain  similar  culvert  flow 
characteristics in order to provide sills and baffles. 

 CP 3 and CP4A were discussed. For this project, CP 4A may need to be discussed before CP 3 can 
be determined, because of the potential high mitigation costs.  

 CP 2A was achieved  at  this meeting on  the DSAs.   The Merger Team  agreed on  the minimum 
hydraulic recommendations for Alternatives 3 and 3C as presented at the meeting, but requested 
that NCDOT  evaluate  the  feasibility of bridging  Smith Mill Creek.    This has been noted on  the 
concurrence form. 

 
Action Items 

 NCDOT to distribute CP2A Concurrence Form to Merger Team for remaining signatures.  
 NCDOT to continue with preparation of the DEIS. 
 It was agreed that further discussion on avoidance and minimization of impacts to Smith Mill 

Creek for Alternative 3 or 3C could be reviewed during CP4A, where NCDOT should evaluate 
the feasibility of bridging Smith Mill Creek. 

 Site 20 is just outside of the project limits, crossing Shelburne Road, and was analyzed due to 
its close proximity to the project.  The analysis suggested the existing structure is undersized 
with a much larger structure required to handle the flow.  NCDOT Division 13 will determine if 
there is a history of issues associated with the existing culvert.   

 



Section A
Widen I-240

Exist Alignment 3 3C 4 4B A-2 C-2 D-1 F-1

Length along I-26 (miles) 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2
Interchanges in Build Area 
(Number) 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
Number of Railroad 
Crossings 0 3 3 8 5 2 2 2 2
Schools (Number) 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Churches (Number) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cemetaries (Number) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
*Historic Properties 
(Number) 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
**Archeological Sites 
(Number) 2 0 0 0 0 5 5 3 3
Federally Listed Species 
Present Within Corridor 
(Yes or No) No No No No No No No No No 
State Listed Species (yes 
or no) No No No No No No No No No 

Forest Impacts (Acreage) 49.5 52.9 48.9 62.9 52.2 196.0 191.7 193.1 180.0
Prime Farmlands 
(Acreage) Conservation 
Service Form AD 1006 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3
Potential Residential 
Relocations
Potential Business 
Relocations
Hazardous Materials Sites 
(Number and type, if 
known) 3 3 3 3 4 0 0 0 0
Wetland Impacts (Number 
of Crossings) 1 3 2 2 2 13 12 13 12

Wetland Impacts (Acres) 0.01 0.16 0.05 0.15 0.05 2.62 2.37 2.03 1.87
Delineated Stream 
Impacts (Number of 
Crossings) 3 8 8 6 6 14 14 14 13
Delineated Stream 
Impacts (Length in ft) 799 3331 3096 1764 1891 2618 2494 2532 1815
Riparian Buffer Impacts 
for Zone 1 and Zone 2 
(Sq. Foot) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Supply Critical 
Areas (yes or no) No No No No No No No No No 
Wildlife Refuges and 
gamelands (yes or no) No No No No No No No No No 
Greenway Crossings 
(Number) 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Low Income Population 
Impacts (Number of 
relocatees and 
communities) 
Minority Population 
Impacts (Number of 
relocatees and 
communities) 
Impacted Noise 
Receptors (Number) 

Federal Lands (Yes or no) No No No No No No No No No 
Significant Natural 
Heritage Program Areas 
(Number of Crossings) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-of-Way Cost 
Estimate
Construction Cost 
Estimate
Total Cost Estimate

**Impacts to Archeological resources are currently still being determined. These values will be updated for the 2015 DEIS.

Table 1: I-2513 Impacts by Section

*Historic properties/boundaries are currently still being determined. 

Section B Section C
New Location Across French Broad I-26/I-40 Interchange

This information is  currently being updated based on revised designs.

This information is  currently being updated based on revised designs. 

This information is  currently being updated based on revised designs.



WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

8 SB OLD  BRIDGE VAR 202' TO 262' 378 90,606 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 BRIDGE

18 SD OLD  RETAIN/EXTEND UT1A TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 290 10 2 4 48" CMP
19 SC OLD  RETAIN/EXTEND MOORE BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 225 12 3 6 48" CMP
20 SH OLD  N/A UT3C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 3 12 NONE
N/A SF OLD RETAIN/EXTEND UT2A TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 284 3 2 TO 3 6 42" to 48" CMP

TOTAL 799

LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) 

I‐26 SB NORTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WA 
BOTTOMLAND 

HARDWOOD FOREST 
40 0.01

TOTAL 0.01

LOCATION  POND ID AREA (ACRES)* 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

WETLAND IMPACTS 

I‐2513A

NO PONDS IN SECTION A

POND IMPACTS 

I‐2513A

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513A

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE
DIMENSIONS

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER BEST 
USE CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO 
JURISDICTIO

EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

EXISTING STRUCTURE
OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

Page 1



WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

9 SR OLD  RCBC (2) 12x10 805 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 833 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD  BRIDGE SB VAR 60' TO105' 2,214 143,069 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD  BRIDGE NB VAR 26' TO 100' 2,165 152,769 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE

13 SA OLD 
RETAIN EXISTING 

BRIDGE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200

60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

15 SA REVISED BRIDGE 122 2,165 243,342 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
17A SR OLD RETAIN/EXTEND SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 313 20 6 TO 8 18 (3) 8' X 11' RCBC
23 SP OLD SITE 10 BRIDGE UT4B TO SMITH MILL CREEK [EMMA BRANCH] C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 2 TO 3 4 NONE
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 234 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 946 10 3 4 60" CMP
17B SR REVISED RCBC (3) 8' X 11' 92 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 154 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
N/A SU N/A NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 324 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SN N/A NONE UT1B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 379 2 1 2 NONE
N/A SI N/A SITE 15 BRIDGE UT2B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT N/A 2 TO 4 2 2 TO 6 NONE
N/A SK N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 148 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 3331

WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

9 SR OLD RCBC (2) 12x10 805 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 901 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD SITE 11 BRIDGE SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD SITE 14 BRIDGE SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE

11 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 28' TO 77' 4,719 319,353 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

13 SA OLD
RETAIN EXISTING 

BRIDGE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200

60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

14 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 28' TO 60' 5,241 336,530 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
17A SR OLD RETAIN/EXTEND SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 313 20 6 TO 8 18 (3) 8' X 11' RCBC
23 SP OLD SITE 14 BRIDGE UT4B TO SMITH MILL CREEK [EMMA BRANCH] C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 2 TO 3 4 NONE
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 234 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 946 10 3 4 60" CMP
17B SR REVISED RCBC (3) 8' X 11' 92 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 154 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
N/A SU N/A NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 324 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SI N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 94 2 TO 4 2 2 TO 6 42" CMP
N/A SK N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 130 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 3096

ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

OLD/NEW/ REVISED 
HYDRAULIC SITE***

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

SR OLD BRIDGE SB VAR 60' TO105' 2,240 142,978 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
SR OLD BRIDGE NB VAR 26' TO 100' 2,240 199,614 SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE

11 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 44' TO 89' 2,216 160,978 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

12 SA REVISED BRIDGE 42 1,490 58,169 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

13 SA OLD RETAIN EXISTING  FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200
60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

15 SA REVISED BRIDGE 122 1,971 240,462 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
23 SP OLD SITE 10 BRIDGE UT4B TO SMITH MILL CREEK [EMMA BRANCH] C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 2 TO 3 4 NONE
24 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 8' X 8' RCBC
25 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 84" CMP
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 359 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 364 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SN N/A NONE UT1B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 447 2 1 2
N/A SS N/A NONE UT3B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 183 5 1 TO 3 6
N/A SU N/A NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 287 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SK N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 124 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 1764

WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

SA REVISED BRIDGE SB VAR 60' TO 84' 4,800 303,218 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
SA REVISED BRIDGE NB VAR 34' TO 60' 4,225 292,199 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

12 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 42' TO 54' 4,120 148,693 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE

13 SA OLD RETAIN EXISTING  FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200
60' X 1312' EB
60' X 1203' WB

14 SA REVISED BRIDGE VAR 34' TO 42' 3,651 205,002 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 NONE
10 SR OLD SITE 14 BRIDGE SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 20 6 TO 8 18 NONE
17 SR OLD RETAIN/EXTEND SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 203 20 6 TO 8 18 (3) 8' X 11' RCBC
24 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 8' X 8' RCBC
25 N/A OLD RETAIN EXISTING  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A (1) 84" CMP
16 SJ OLD RETAIN EXISTING  REED CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 15 4 36 (4) 8 X 9 RCBC
N/A SG N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 942 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SG N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT1B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 246 10 3 4 60" CMP
N/A SI N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT2B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 130 2 TO 4 2 2 TO 6 42" CMP
N/A SU N/A  NONE UT2B TO SMITH MILL CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 317 3 1 to 2 3 NONE
N/A SK N/A  RETAIN/EXTEND UT4B TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 53 5 1 4 18" CMP

TOTAL 1891

ALTERNATIVE 4

ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has not been reviewed 
with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WC HEADWATER FOREST  43 0.01

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

I‐26 SOUTH OF FRENCH 
BROAD RIVER NORTH OF 

PATTON 
WD

BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD FOREST 

33 0.11

TOTAL 0.16

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WC HEADWATER FOREST  43 0.01

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

TOTAL 0.05

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

I‐26 SOUTH OF FRENCH 
BROAD RIVER NORTH OF 

PATTON 
WD

BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD FOREST 

33 0.11

TOTAL 0.15

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WC HEADWATER FOREST  43 0.01

I‐26 NB SOUTH OF PATTON  WF HEADWATER FOREST  29 0.04

TOTAL 0.05

LOCATION  POND ID AREA (ACRES)* 

I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 1B 0.27
I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 3B 0.26

I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 1B  0.27
I‐26 WEST OF SITE 19 3B  0.33

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

NO PONDS IN ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

NO PONDS IN ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

POND IMPACTS 

I‐2513B

ALTERNATIVE 4‐B

ALTERNATIVE 4

ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

ALTERNATIVE 3

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513B

ALTERNATIVE 3

ALTERNATIVE 3‐C

ALTERNATIVE 4

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 88 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 132 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 375 4 2 2 TO 4
1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 184 603 112,013 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 164 375 61,203 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 360 9,565 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 420 10,920 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE

3A (MAINLINE) SX OLD BRIDGE 116 209 23,826 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3B (EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 44 1,000 48,129 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE

3C (NB TO EB) SX OLD BRIDGE 26 215 5,592 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3D (WB TO SB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 42 245 9,837 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 172' BRIDGE
4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 134 235 31,490 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 (2) 198' BRIDGES

4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 38 180 6,840 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
4C (WB) SX REVISED SITE 22 BRIDGE N/A N/A N/A UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE

5 SV OLD RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' x 9' RCBC
N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 312 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 48,954 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 149 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22
SX 
SV

REVISED BRIDGE VAR 26' TO 77' 3,484 142,539
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC
29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4
N/A SAJ N/A NONE UT2C TO LOWER HOMINEY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 374 3 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

TOTAL 2618
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

not been reviewed with the Merger Team, and "REVISED" refers to a site that has been previously reviewed with the Merger Team however the site has been moved or updated. 

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 130 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 208 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 375 4 2 2 TO 4
1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 230 603 137,984 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 227 375 80,093 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 50 360 11,727 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 420 10,930 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE

3A (MAINLINE) SX OLD BRIDGE 216 209 43,870 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3B (NB TO EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 30 240 7,152 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE
4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 184 235 43,841 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 BRIDGE

4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 38 180 6,840 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
5 SV OLD RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' x 9' RCBC

N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 15 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 48,954 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 148 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22 SX & SV REVISED BRIDGE VAR 32' TO 65' 2,291 127,465
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC
28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4
N/A SAJ N/A NONE UT2C TO LOWER HOMINEY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 430 3 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

TOTAL 2494

I‐2513C

SURFACE WATER 
BEST USE 

CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

ALTERNATIVE C‐2

EXISTING STRUCTUREHYDRAULIC SITE
STREAM 

CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO 
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters
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WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 63 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 70 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 375 4 2 2 TO 4
1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 142 603 85,633 FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 125 375 44,245 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 35 374 99,284 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 26 420 10,920 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE

3A (MAINLINE) SX OLD BRIDGE 136 209 26,977 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3B (EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 30 924 28,210 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE

3C (NB TO EB) SX OLD BRIDGE 26 214 5,454 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
3D (WB TO SB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 40 226 9,044 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 172' BRIDGE
4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 134 235 31,480 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 BRIDGE

4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 38 180 6,840 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
4C (WB) SX REVISED SITE 22 BRIDGE UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE

5 SV OLD RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' x 9' RCBC
N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 313 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 48954 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 149 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22 SX & SV REVISED BRIDGE VAR 26' TO 77' 3,509 142,513
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC

28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4
N/A SAJ N/A NONE UT2C TO LOWER HOMINEY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 374 3 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

TOTAL 2532

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

I‐2513C

EXISTING STRUCTURE

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

ALTERNATIVE D‐1

HYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER 

BEST USE 
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

Page 7



WIDTH (FT) OR 
CULVERT SIZE

LENGTH
(FT)

DECK AREA
(SF)

LENGTH (FT)
*

BANK WIDTH
(FT)

BANK 
HEIGHT
(FT)

WATER 
DEPTH
(IN)

N/A SAQ N/A RETAIN UT5C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 3 0.5 0 TO 3
N/A SE N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 67 4 TO 8 1 TO 6 6
N/A SAB N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL 22 4 TO 8 2 TO 6 5 TO 6
N/A SAG N/A NONE UT2 TO UT1C TO FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A INTERMITTENT 375 4 2 2 TO 4

1 SA OLD REPLACE BRIDGE
87
54

574
49,640
30,962

FRENCH BROAD RIVER B N/A PERENNIAL N/A 200 4 TO 12 200 (2) 576' BRIDGES

2A (MAINLINE) SB OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 88 375 29,923 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18
(WB) 350' BRIDGE (EB) 

355' BRIDGE
2B (WB) SB OLD BRIDGE 29 360 7,942 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
2C (EB) SB OLD BRIDGE 66 375 23,418 LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 75 6 12 TO 18 NONE
3B (EB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 106 180 19,080 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 180' BRIDGE
3D (WB) SX OLD REPLACE BRIDGE 121 172 19,857 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 172' BRIDGE

4A (MAINLINE) SX REVISED REPLACE BRIDGE 87 229 17,268 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 BRIDGE
4B (EB) SX REVISED BRIDGE 97 185 17,880 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE
4C (WB) SX REVISED SITE 22 BRIDGE UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10 NONE

5 SV RETAIN RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (2) 9' X 9' RCBC
N/A SAF N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT1C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 41 5 3 TO 4 4 TO 6

7 SX OLD BRIDGE 158 307 45,482 UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL N/A 30 TO 50 1 TO 5 4 TO 10
(WB) 252' BRIDGE (EB) 

312' BRIDGE
N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 239 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A
NONE‐LONG. 
IMPACTS

UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 259 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4

N/A SAL N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT2C TO UPPER HOMINY CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 45 2 TO 8 1 TO 3 2 TO 4
21 SW REVISED RETAIN/EXTEND TRENT BRANCH C N/A PERENNIAL 122 6 4 6 TO 12 6' x 9' RCBC

22
SX
SV

REVISED BRIDGE VAR 28' TO 100' 3,500 157,211
UPPER HOMINY CREEK
& RAGSDALE CREEK

C N/A PERENNIAL N/A
30 TO 50
8 TO 13

1 TO 5
3 TO 4

4 TO 10
1 TO 12

NONE

29 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 121 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 8' x 8' RCBC

28 SV NEW RETAIN/EXTEND RAGSDALE CREEK C N/A PERENNIAL 125 8 TO 13 3 TO 4 1 TO 12 (3) 7' x 9' RCBC

30 SAD & SAK NEW RETAIN/EXTEND
UT1C TO RAGSDALE
UT2C TO RAGSDALE

C N/A PERENNIAL 165
4
3

2
2

0 TO 8
1 TO 4

48" RCP & 30" RCP

N/A SAN N/A RETAIN/EXTEND UT3C TO RAGSDALE C N/A PERENNIAL 155 4 2 1 TO 8
N/A SAC N/A N/A UT1C TO LOWER HOMINY CREEK C N/A INTERMITTENT 79 2 1 TO 2 2 TO 4

TOTAL 1815.1183

IMPACTS TO  EXISTING CHANNEL DIMENSIONS

EXISTING STRUCTUREHYDRAULIC SITE
NRTR
MAP
ID

OLD/NEW/ 
REVISED 

HYDRAULIC 
SITE***

RECOMMENDED
STRUCTURE

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE

STREAM NAME
SURFACE WATER 

BEST USE 
CLASSIFICATION**

NCDWR 
WETLAND 
RATING

STREAM 
CLASSIFICATION

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.  ** Best Usage Classifications: B: Primary Recreation, Fresh Water; C: Aquatic Life, Secondary Recreation, Fresh Water.  *** Hydraulic Site Explanation:  "OLD" refers to a site previously reviewed with the Merger Team, "NEW" refers to a site that has 

ALTERNATIVE F‐1

I‐2513C
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 1.14

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.93

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.05

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐26 SOUTH OF I‐40 WQ
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
UNKNOWN <.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 2.62
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

ALTERNATIVE A‐2

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

I‐2513C
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.87

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.95

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.05

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 2.37
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

I‐2513C

ALTERNATIVE C‐2
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.57

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.91

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.05

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐26 SOUTH OF I‐40 WQ
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
UNKNOWN <.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 2.03
* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

I‐2513C

ALTERNATIVE D‐1
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LOCATION 
WETLAND 
MAP ID 

NCWAM 
CLASSIFICATION  

NCDWR WETLAND 
RATING 

AREA (ACRES) *

I‐40 EB SOUTH OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WL 
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.02

I‐26 SB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WH
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.73

I‐26 NB NORTHERN 
PART OF SECTION C

WI
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
71 0.6

NEAR HYDRO SITE 29  WAC
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
59 0.33

EAST OF SITE 29, 
WEST OF SITE 30, ON 

CREEK SAN
WX

RIVERINE SWAMP 
FOREST 

46 0.06

NORTH OF WX WZ
BOTTOMLAND 
HARDWOOD 

FOREST
40 0.05

I‐40 EB EAST OF THE 
FRENCH BROAD RIVER 

WK
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
35 0.03

I‐40 WB EAST OF 
BREVARD RD

WJ
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
43 0.04

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAF
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 <.01

I‐26 SB NORTH OF 
BREVARD RD

WAG
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
39 0.01

I‐40 EB WEST OF 
SAND HILL RD

WV
RIVERINE SWAMP 

FOREST 
54 <.01

NORTH OF WX WY
HEADWATER 

FOREST 
40 <.01

TOTAL 1.87

LOCATION  POND ID AREA (ACRES)* 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 25 feet.

Table 2: Jurisdictional Waters 

POND IMPACTS 

* Impacts calculated using design slopestake limits plus 

I‐2513C

All Alternatives 
NO PONDS IN SECTION C

ALTERNATIVE F‐1

I‐2513C

Page 12



5/5/2015

1

I-26 Connector

City of Asheville
Buncombe County

STIP Project No. I-2513

Section 404/NEPA Interagency Merger Meeting for
Concurrence Point 2A Revisited: 
Bridging and Alignment Review 

NCDOT Division Office, Asheville, North Carolina
April 2, 2015

I-26 Connector

Agenda
 Introductions and Purpose of Meeting

 Project Review 

 Detailed Study Alternatives

 Hydraulic Crossings 

 Human and Natural Environment

 Project Schedule and Next Steps

 Project Discussion 

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

2

April 2, 2015

I-26 Connector

Purpose of Meeting
 Review the project

 Review new, revised, and previously studied hydraulic 
crossings

 Review other changes in anticipated project impacts 

Project 
Vicinity

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

3

April 2, 2015

Project Study Area

Recent Expansion

Project 
Study Area 
Revision

(as presented at 1/22/2015 
CP2R meeting)

Merger Process History
 2002 CP1 and CP2 Concurrence

 (Concurrence Points 1 and 2) were achieved during the Phase I Study

 A concurrence meeting was held on January 23, 2002 to reaffirm these 
decisions

 2004 CP2 Concurrence
 I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange alternatives added at southern end of  the 

project

 A concurrence meeting was held in December 2004 to reaffirm 
concurrence with Concurrence Point 1 and to modify Concurrence 
Point 2

I-26 Connector



5/5/2015

4

Merger Process History (cont.)
 2006 CP2 Revisited and CP2A Concurrence

 Additional I‐26/I‐40/I‐240 interchange alternative added

 Designs for alternatives were reviewed for bridging and alignment 
decisions

 Concurrence Point 2A achieved with several modifications

 2007 CP2 Revisited
 Concurrence Point 2 modified to eliminate Alternative 5 due to traffic 

operational deficiencies

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

Merger Process History (cont.)
 2009 CP2 Revisited

 Concurrence Point 2 modified to eliminate Alternative 2 due to traffic 
operational deficiencies

 2015 CP2 Revisited
 Alternative 3C was added to the Alternatives to be Studied in Detail

 The project study area expansion was also reviewed

Leaving the following Alternatives to be Studied in Detail:
 Section A Widening Alternative (middle section)

 Section B Alternatives 3, 3C, 4, and 4B (northern section)

 Section C Alternatives A-2, C-2, D-1, and F-1 (southern section)

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

5

Project 
Sections

April 2, 2015

Section C

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

6

Section C
Alternative A-2

April 2, 2015

Section C
Alternative C-2

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015
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Section C
Alternative D-1

April 2, 2015

Section C
Alternative F-1

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015
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Section A

April 2, 2015

WC6

Section B

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

9

Section B
Alternative 3

April 2, 2015

Section B
Alternative 3C

April 2, 2015
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Section B
Alternative 4

April 2, 2015

Section B
Alternative 4B

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

11

CP2A Meeting (2006)
 Minimum hydraulically required structures accepted, with the 

following requests made:
 Alternative 3: shorten the proposed culvert at Holiday Inn Drive over 

Smith Mill Creek using a retaining wall along Holiday Inn Drive.

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

CP2A Meeting (2006)
 Minimum hydraulically required structures accepted, with the 

following requests made:
 Alternative 4: replace the proposed culvert at Holiday Inn Drive and 

the exit ramp over Smith Mill Creek with bridges.

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

12

CP2A Meeting (2006)
 Minimum hydraulically required structures accepted, with the 

following requests made:
 NCDOT agreed to add cross-veins or other appropriate measures to 

reduce the potential for head cutting on Smith Mill Creek with any 
alternative.

 NCDOT agreed to use sills or baffles to contain low flows to one of  
two barrels at the culvert along Reed Creek.

 Alternatives A2 and D1: will shorten the proposed culvert extension(s) 
at Trent Branch and remove some of  the existing culvert under the      
I-240 Westbound to I-40 westbound ramp.

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

Hydraulic Analysis 
 27 Sites previously evaluated

 Re-evaluation required
 Designs revised due to new traffic operations methodologies

 Designs also prepared for Alternative 3C (new DSA per 1/22/15)

 9 New or revised sites evaluated

 2 New sites (sites 28 and 29)
 Added due to design limits extending to US 19-23-74A along I-40

 7 Sites moved or changed (sites 4, 11, 12, 14, 15, 21, and 22)

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

13

Review (separate PDF)
 NRTR resources

 Design configurations

 Crossing of  NRTR resources

 Avoidance efforts

 Minimization efforts

I-26 Connector

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 6 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 12 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 13 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative A-2

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

14

Stream Crossings
 6 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 10 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 12 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative C-2

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 6 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 12 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 13 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative D-1

April 2, 2015
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15

Stream Crossings
 5 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 All multi-barrel culverts are existing

 11 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 12 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section C
Alternative F-1

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 3 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 0 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)

 1 bridge

Wetland Crossings
 1 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section A

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

16

Stream Crossings
 3 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 2 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 2 existing

 3 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 3 impacted

Pond Crossings
 2 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 3

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 4 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 2 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 2 existing

 3 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 2 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 3C

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

17

Stream Crossings
 3 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 3 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 0 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 1 existing

 5 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 2 impacted

Pond Crossings
 2 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 4

April 2, 2015

Stream Crossings
 4 minor crossings (less than or equal to 72”)

 4 culvert/pipe (greater than 72”)
 0 proposed multi-barrel culverts, 1 existing

 4 bridges

Wetland Crossings
 2 impacted

Pond Crossings
 0 impacted

I-26 Connector Section B
Alternative 4B

April 2, 2015



5/5/2015

18

April 2, 2015

Discussion:
 Review designs with previous CP2A commitments

 Review multi-barrel box locations (if  needed)

 Review sites selected by Merger Team (if  needed)

 Review impacts and avoidance/minimization 
efforts to date

I-26 Connector









 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B2 

Records of Other Agency Meetings 
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